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ABSTRACT

Galactic nuclei (GNs) are dense stellar environments abundant in gravitational-wave (GW) sources for LIGO, VIRGO, and KA-
GRA. The GWs may be generated by stellar-mass black hole (BH) or neutron star mergers following gravitational bremsstrahlung,
dynamical scattering encounters, Kozai-Lidov type oscillations driven by the central supermassive black hole (SMBH), or gas-
assisted mergers if present. In this paper, we examine a smoking gun signature to identify sources in GNs: the GWs scattered
by the central SMBH. This produces a secondary signal, an astrophysical GW echo, which has a very similar time-frequency
evolution as the primary signal but arrives after a time delay. We determine the amplitude and time-delay distribution of the
GW echo as a function of source distance from the SMBH. Between ~ 10% — 90% of the detectable echoes arrive within
~ (1 = 100) Mg sec after the primary GW for sources between 10 — 10* Schwarzschild radius, where Mg = MsvBu../ (10 My),
and Mswmph,, is the observer-frame SMBH mass. The echo arrival times are systematically longer for high signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) primary GWs, where the GW echo rays are scattered at large deflection angles. In particular, ~ 10% — 90% of the
distribution is shifted to ~ (5 — 1800) Mg sec for sources, where the lower limit of echo detection is 0.02 of the primary signal
amplitude. We find that ~ 5% — 30% (~ 1% — 7%) of GW sources have an echo amplitude larger than 0.2 — 0.05 times the
amplitude of the primary signal if the source distance from the SMBH is 50 (200) Schwarzschild radius. Non-detections can
rule out that a GW source is near an SMBH.

Key words: black hole physics — gravitational lensing: strong — galaxies: active — gravitational waves — galaxies: nuclei

1 INTRODUCTION Maselli 2020; Toubiana et al. 2021; Derdzinski et al. 2021). Further-
more, there are multiple situations in which the merger environment
can affect the GW signal. An intervening mass distribution (e.g. Koc-
sis et al. 2006; Bonvin et al. 2017; Randall & Xianyu 2019) or the
relative motion of the GW source due to peculiar velocities of GW
sources and the orbital motion around a companion (e.g. Inayoshi
et al. 2017; Meiron et al. 2017; Robson et al. 2018; Chamberlain
et al. 2019; Wong et al. 2019; Tamanini et al. 2020; Torres-Orjuela
et al. 2020) can result in Doppler boosting, gravitational lensing
of the rest-frame GWs, time-dependent gravitational redshift, GW
phase shift, or the Shapiro delay.

High-frequency GWs emitted by stellar/intermediate-mass com-
pact binaries are scattered by the gravitational field of an SMBH (e.g.
Futterman et al. 1988; Dolan 2008) producing second and higher-
order scattered GWs analogous to the relativistic images of electro-
magnetic (EM) waves (e.g. Dolan & Ottewill 2011; Zenginoglu &
Galley 2012). These second and higher-order scattered GW signals
have the same waveform as the unperturbed signal in the geometri-
cal optics limit, including the inspiral, merger, and ringdown wave-
forms. They only differ in amplitude, arrival time, overall phase, and
polarization-angle (Dai & Venumadhav 2017; Ezquiaga et al. 2021).%

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from stellar-mass BH
and neutron star mergers by the Advanced Laser Interferometer
Gravitational-Wave Observatory1 (aLIGO; Aasi et al. 2015), Ad-
vanced VIRGO? (AdV; Acernese et al. 2015), and KAGRA? (Kagra
Collaboration et al. 2019) has opened the field of GW astronomy
(Abbott et al. 2016, 2017, 2019, 2021a). In the past years, a signifi-
cant effort has been invested in explaining how these compact objects
may form binaries and merge as frequently as observed to constrain
the possible astrophysical origin of the detected mergers (e.g. Barack
etal. 2019; Abbott et al. 2020, 2021b, and references therein).

GWs of compact binaries encode masses, mass ratios, spins (e.g.
Cutler & Flanagan 1994; Poisson & Will 1995), and in some cases,
orbital eccentricity (e.g. Gondédn et al. 2018a; Lower et al. 2018;
Gonddn & Kocsis 2019; Romero-Shaw et al. 2019). The GW signal
can also carry information on the formation environment through ex-
ternal effects affecting the GW signal. Gas dynamics affect the wave-
form by slowing down or accelerating the inspiral (e.g. Barausse &
Rezzolla 2008; Kocsis et al. 2011; Yunes et al. 2011; Barausse et al.
2014; D’Orazio & Loeb 2018; Derdzinski et al. 2019; Cardoso &

* E-mail: laszlo.gondan @ttk.elte.hu 4 The so-called saddle point images may experience nontrivial waveform
T E-mail: bkocsis. @gmail.com changes if the GWs exhibit modes higher than (2,2) modes or precession (Dai
! http://www.ligo.caltech.edu/ & Venumadhav 2017; Ezquiaga et al. 2021). In addition, the polarization of
2 http://www.ego-gw.it/ the GW signal may also change by a small amount during the scattering by a
3 https://gucenter.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/en/ Kerr-BH with a small impact parameter (Dolan 2008) and due to the intrinsic
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Similar to EM waves, the amplitudes of the scattered GW signals de-
cay asymptotically exponentially with the order of the scattered waves
(e.g. Zenginoglu & Galley 2012; Kocsis 2013), indicating that the
detections of scattered secondary GWs are typically the most promi-
nent besides the primary GWs. Note that the scattering of GWs and
second and higher-order scattered GWs are referred to as lensing and
multiple images, respectively, in the GW lensing community.5

In this study, we examine GW lensing and multiple images due
to a single SMBH in the vicinity of the stellar-mass compact binary
sources generating a secondary GW signal (hereafter referring to it as
an astrophysical GW echo). We investigate the main characteristics of
the GW echo signal, including its amplitude and time delay relative to
the primary GW signal. The detection of an astrophysical GW echo
will be a smoking-gun signature of GW sources in close proximity
to SMBHs in GN host environments. Note that sequences of distinct
GW pulses also referred to as GW echoes are expected from exotic
compact objects (e.g. Cardoso & Pani 2017; Maggio et al. 2017;
Mark et al. 2017; Bueno et al. 2018) and when going beyond the
description of BHs by classical general relativity (e.g. Abedi et al.
2017; Barcel6 et al. 2017; Dong & Stojkovic 2021) as well.

Several source populations are expected to emit GWs in the vicin-
ity of SMBHs in the inner regions of GNs for ground-based GW
detectors.

Due to the extremely high stellar number densities in GNs reach-
ing up to 10'%pc=3, the probability of very close dynamical en-
counters among single objects is non-negligible, where the binary
forms and merges due to GW emission (O’Leary et al. 2009). The
heavy BHs sink to the densest central regions due to mass segrega-
tion, where the velocity dispersion is so high that only very close
encounters result in captures. This population of mergers represents
the highest eccentricity GW sources in the Universe, which typically
form in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA frequency band (Kocsis & Levin
2012; Gondan et al. 2018b; Gondéan & Kocsis 2021).

The long-term gravitational perturbations due to the central
SMBH drive variations in the binary’s orbital eccentricity, the so-
called Kozai-Lidov (KL) effect (Kozai 1962; Lidov 1962; Lidov &
Ziglin 1976). In some cases, this effect may lead to close encounters
between the binary components, after which the binary merges due to
GW emission (Antonini & Perets 2012; Petrovich & Antonini 2017;
Hamers et al. 2018; Hoang et al. 2018; Randall & Xianyu 2018a,b;
Fragione et al. 2019; Liu & Lai 2020).

In active galactic nuclei (AGNs), the gaseous accretion disk
around the SMBH may facilitate binary formation and mergers of
stellar-mass compact objects (McKernan et al. 2014; Bellovary et al.
2016; Bartos et al. 2017; Stone et al. 2017; Tagawa et al. 2020a). In
this scenario, BHs form in situ in the vicinity of a GN and sink to the
inner region due to mass segregation or they are delivered to these
regions by infalling globular clusters (Morris 1993; Miralda-Escudé
& Gould 2000; Freitag et al. 2006; Hopman & Alexander 2006;
O’Leary et al. 2009; Antonini 2014), then get captured in the disk
by hydrodynamic drag as they cross the disk (e.g. Goldreich et al.
2002; Bartos et al. 2017; Yang et al. 2019b; Tagawa et al. 2020a).
Alternatively, some BHs may have formed in the disk itself (Levin
2007; Stone et al. 2017). Once in the disk, BHs get transported to

anisotropy of the emission pattern, Doppler effect, and de Sitter precession
(Torres-Orjuela et al. 2019; Gong et al. 2021; Yu & Chen 2021). Note that
we do not take into account these effects in this paper.

5 Multiple images are produced when the stationary phase approximation
holds, and the diffraction integral can be solved in terms of its stationary
points (e.g. Takahashi & Nakamura 2003).
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the inner regions by exchanging angular momentum with the sur-
rounding gas (Goldreich & Tremaine 1979). In certain regions, the
BHs open an annular gap in the accretion disk and accumulate in a
narrow range of radii, the so-called migration traps (Bellovary et al.
2016; Secunda et al. 2019, 2020, 2021). Bellovary et al. (2016) ar-
gue that migration traps may be expected to be close to the SMBH
from ~ 20 to ~ 300 Schwarzschild radii (rg = 2G MsmpH/ c?) from
the central SMBH of mass MSMBH'6 However, they may exist in
slim disks near the innermost stable circular orbit (Peng & Chen
2021) or near the boundary of a gap region if a gap opens due to
a heavy stellar-mass BH or an intermediate-mass BH (McKernan
et al. 2014). Dynamical encounters frequently happen in migration
traps leading to the formation and subsequent merger of BBHs on
short time scales (Secunda et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2019a; Secunda
et al. 2020), where the binary separation is efficiently reduced by gas
dynamical friction (Escala et al. 2004; Kim & Kim 2007; Baruteau
et al. 2011) to the point where GW emission drives the binaries to-
gether. Alternatively, BBHs may also form and merge in the disk
outside migration traps (Tagawa et al. 2020a). Due to the deep poten-
tial barrier of the SMBH, the merger remnant BH remains near the
migration trap and may undergo subsequent mergers with additional
BHs, which leads to high BH masses, characteristic spin properties,
and possibly nonzero eccentricity identifiable via GW observations
(Yang et al. 2019a; Secunda et al. 2020; Samsing et al. 2022; Tagawa
et al. 2020b, 2021a,b).

Astrophysical GW echos are produced in GNs due to strong grav-
itational lensing by the SMBH. The lensing of GWs has been inves-
tigated in the literature in the wave-optics and the geometrical optics
regimes (e.g. Takahashi & Nakamura 2003) on very different scales,
including lensing by the large-scale structure of the Universe (Hilbert
etal. 2007, 2008; Robertson et al. 2020), galaxy clusters and galaxies
(e.g. Wang et al. 1996; Takahashi & Nakamura 2003; Dai & Venu-
madhav 2017; Takahashi 2017; Broadhurst et al. 2018; Li et al. 2018;
Smith et al. 2018), intermediate-mass BH in globular clusters (e.g.
Kains et al. 2016; Lai et al. 2018; Tatekawa & Okamura 2020), and
populations of stellar-mass microlenses in galaxies (e.g. Wang et al.
1996; Cheung et al. 2021; Mishra et al. 2021; Meena et al. 2022).
In addition, lensing by SMBHs has been investigated in the geomet-
rical optics limit for the GWs of binary BHs (BBHs) detectable by
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA (Kocsis 2013) and the Laser Interferometer
Space Antenna’ (LISA; Amaro-Seoane et al. 2017) (D’Orazio &
Loeb 2020; Yu & Chen 2021). Several searches have been carried
out for signatures of strongly lensed and multiply imaged GW signals
in the LIGO and VIRGO data. So far, some potential candidates have
been proposed that may be interpreted as signals strongly lensed by
an intervening galaxy or a galaxy cluster (Broadhurst et al. 2019; Dai
et al. 2020; Diego et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2021). However, no com-
pelling evidence has been found for lensing yet (Hannuksela et al.
2019; Mclsaac et al. 2020; Pang et al. 2020; Abbott et al. 2021¢; Kim
et al. 2022).

If the SMBH lens happens to lie close to the line-of-sight behind
the GW source, such that the deflection angle « is close to the Ein-
stein radius, the primary GW signals and astrophysical GW echoes
may both be strongly magnified relative to the unlensed GW signal

6 Note that Pan & Yang (2021) have recently found that migration traps
cannot exist in standard AGN discs and BHs do not open gaps as long as their
mass is limited to 10 Mg ; see however Kocsis et al. (2011).

7 https://www.elisascience.org/
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(Einstein 1936). However, unlike for EM wavess, the GW echo may
be remarkably significant for GW sources in the proximity of the
SMBH not just around the Einstein radius but also for larger deflec-
tion angles. For large deflection angles, the GW amplitude of the
echo relative to the unlensed GW signal scales as (r/ M. SMBH)_la_1
(e.g. Kocsis 2013), and the anisotropic emission of the GW source
profile significantly broadens the distribution of the relative echo
amplitude (see Figure 2 below). This indicates that GW echoes with
large deflection angles may be typically detected for GW sources
that are close to the SMBH, although this range has not yet been
determined quantitatively in the literature to our knowledge.

In this paper, we examine the possibility of observing astrophysical
GW echos with aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA from the mergers of stellar-
mass BBHs in the vicinity of SMBHs as a function of the distance
from the SMBH. We assume a generic lensing configuration for
calculating the magnification and time delay, i.e. not limited to the
case of small deflection angles, but neglect possible interference
effects between the scattered GW signals. We resort to the geomet-
rical optics limit (i.e. the short-wavelength limit) and assume that
the BBH is fixed with respect to the SMBH (i.e. BBHs are in the
stationary-lens regime). We account for the anisotropy of the GW
emission pattern but neglect the deflection-angle-dependence of the
Doppler effect. We find that these are typically valid approxima-
tions to leading order for stellar-mass BBH mergers around SMBHs
in LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA searches for SMBHs with masses above
105Mg and due to the short time interval the GW signal spends
in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band. Since lensing does not alter the
waveform in the geometrical optics limit, it is scaled with a constant
amplitude and shifted with a time delay (hence the name astro-
physical GW echo). This allows us to make population-model and
detector-independent predictions on the detected SNR distribution
and detectability of the GW echo compared to that of the primary
GW. We determine the probability of detecting GWs that undergo
an arbitrary large-angle deflection due to the SMBH. To this end,
we generate random Monte Carlo (MC) samples of BBH mergers in
the vicinity of SMBHs to determine the magnification distribution
of GW echoes relative to the primary GW signals and the relative
amplitude of the GW echo as a function of the radial distance of
merging BBHs from the SMBH and the inclination of the plane of
merging BBHs. The inclination dependence may be relevant for BBH
mergers in AGN disks (Bartos et al. 2017; Corley et al. 2019; Tagawa
et al. 2020a) or BH disks (Szolgyén & Kocsis 2018; Gruzinov et al.
2020; Mathé et al. 2022) in GNs. We also calculate the fraction of
detectable GW echoes in mock binary catalogues by accounting for
observational bias and the corresponding time-delay distribution as
a function of SMBH mass and binary distance from the SMBH.

In Section 2, we derive the deflection and magnification of primary
GWs and astrophysical GW echoes for a generic lensing configura-
tion for an arbitrary binary position relative to the SMBH and the
line-of-sight to the observer. Next, we describe the methodologies
with which we carry out our investigations and present the main re-
sults of the paper in Section 3. Finally, we summarize the results of
the paper and conclude in Section 4. Several details of our analy-
sis are included in the Appendix. First, we discuss the properties of
magnification distribution for primary GWs and GW echoes in Ap-
pendix A, then estimate the time duration the GW signals of merging
BBHs around SMBHs spend in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band in
Appendix B. We estimate the impact of additional effects caused by

8 Since intensity scales with the square of the amplitude, it is more sup-
pressed.
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Figure 1. Top panel: Generic lensing geometry by a static spherically sym-
metric SMBH lens (L). The source is in S, the observer in O, and the image
as seen by the observer in I. Illustrated quantities are defined in Section 2.1,
and the bending of primary GWs and GW echoes around the SMBH lens
are described in Section 2.3. Bottom panel: Schematic representation of the
emission of unlensed GW (U), primary GW (P), and GW echo (E) with re-
spect to the merging binary (i.e. the source) assuming a distant observer. See
definitions in Section 2.1.

the SMBH on the properties of the GW source in addition to the
deflection of GW rays in Appendix C. Finally, we investigate the
validity of our assumptions on the geometrical optics limit and the
stationary-lens regime for BBH mergers in the vicinity of SMBHs in
Appendix D.

We use geometric units (G = 1 = ¢) throughout the paper, where
mass M and distance r have units of time: GM /¢ and r/c.

2 DEFLECTION AND MAGNIFICATION OF
GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

We introduce the geometric conventions we use to describe the de-
flection of primary GWs and astrophysical GW echoes around an
SMBH in Section 2.1. Section 2.2 introduces the geometric conven-
tions with which GW sources are generated in our models in disks
and spherical nuclear star clusters around SMBHs. We determine the
deflection angle and time delay in Section 2.3, and the amplitude
magnification of a GW echo relative to the primary GW is given in
Section 2.4.

2.1 Lensing geometry

The top panel of Figure 1 illustrates the geometric configuration.
We assume that the SMBH lens is a Schwarzschild BH for which
the bending of rays happens in a plane defined by the lens (L), the

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)
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observer (O), and the source (S) (e.g. Weinberg 1972). We define
all distances and angles of the GW trajectory in the asymptotic flat
(Minkowski) spacetime.

The line joining the observer and the lens is the optical axis,
OL. rio and rgo represent the radial lens-observer and source-
observer distances, respectively, while the radial lens-source distance
is rorp. We introduce Dgp and Dgg such that they measure the
component of the source-lens and source-observer distances along
the optical axis, and the corresponding lens-observer distance is r g.
The angular position of the source in the observer’s sky with respect
to the position of the SMBH is 8 = SOL«. Furthermore, ® and ®
are respectively the angles subtended by the tangent of the ray at
the observer and the source relative to OL and SL. y is the angle
between the source-lens direction (S_L) and the optical axis. The
impact parameters of incoming and outgoing rays are the same J
in the asymptotic approximation. In this lensing configuration, the
primary GW signal has —7r < y < 0 where the GW source and its
scattered GW are on the same side of the lens, and the GW echo has
0 < ¥ < n. The high-magnification strong lensing scenario, where
@ is at the Einstein radius, corresponds to y ~ 0 (Virbhadra & Ellis
2000), and y ~ +r describes retro-lensing scenarios (e.g. Holz &
Wheeler 2002; Eiroa & Torres 2004).

Given that rpg > rqwp, generally 8 < 1 and @ < 1, while
{a@,y,®} may be of order unity. Furthermore, we will use the fol-
lowing simple approximate geometrical relations:

Dsp =ropcosy, Dso=rLo, rsoO=7LO» (D
J — . J r .
=", fD:arcsm(—) . B=-2Lginy. ()
LO Torb "LO

The amplitude of GWs emitted by a merging binary is anisotropic
as they are described by spin-2 weighted spherical harmonics, whose
energy flux changes with the ¥ polar angle with respect to the binary
orbital axis (i.e. the angular momentum vector) as

Y(‘I’)ocsin8 (E)+cos8 (2) . 3)
2 2

Thus, the GW energy flux emitted in the direction perpendicular to
binary plane is a factor of Y (0)/Y(x/2) = 8 times higher than in
the plane of the binary and a factor of 5/2 higher than average. This
shows that a 90-degree scattering may change the GW energy flux
by a factor between 1/8 and 8 due to the anisotropic GW emission
pattern. We take into account the anisotropic emission of GWs of
the merging binaries according to Equation (3). We describe the
emission of the unlensed GWs, primary GWs, and GW echoes next;
see the bottom panel of Figure 1 for an illustration.

2.2 Geometric conventions

To account for the anisotropic GW emission pattern, we adopt a
Cartesian coordinate system centred at the binary (i.e. the source) as
shown in Figure 1. We define orthonormal basis vectors {x, y, z} such
that (i) the binary, the lens, and the observer lie in the x — z plane, (ii)
z points from the binary to the observer, (iii) and the SMBH (lens)
lies in the half-space with positive x. We also define the tangent unit
vectors along with the rays of the GWs along with the primary signal
and the echo at the source respectively with ep, eg, and let ey = z
label the tangent vector along with rays to the observer in case the
lens is neglected. The angular momentum unit vector of the binary
is denoted by ean and defined using spherical coordinates as

eaM = (sin @ ppng cos dam, SIn Oap Sin dam, oS Oam) > (@]
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where the azimuthal angle ¢ap ranges between [0, 2], while the
polar angle ®p takes values between [0, r]. Since the rays of the
GW echo lie in the x — z plane, e is given as

eg = (sin®, 0, cos OF) , (5)

where for distant observers the polar angle ®g equals the deflection
angle of the GW echo a.” Similarly, ep can be given as

ep = (—sin®p, 0, cos Op) , (6)

where the polar angle ®p equals ap. Finally, the ¥ polar angle with
respect to eap; can be given separately for the unlensed GW, the
primary GW, and the GW echo as

COS‘PU =eaM- €U ., cos‘szeAM-ep, COS\PE =€AM €E ., (@)

where - denotes the scalar product.

To describe GW sources in AGN/BH disks, we adopt another
Cartesian coordinate system centred at the SMBH (lens) with a set
of orthonormal basis vectors {X,Y,Z} aligned with the AGN/BH
disk. In particular, the basis vectors are oriented such that X and Y lie
in the disk plane and Z = X X Y is the rotation axis of the disk. The
unit vector eg points from the SMBH (lens) to the observer!? where
eo = (cos g cos i, sin ¢g cos i, sin ). Here, the inclination angle of
the disk i is defined as the latitude angle, and ¢ denotes the longitude
angle of the observer in the disk.

Here, i ranges between [—n/2, /2], where i = {—n/2,7/2} and
i = 0 cases describe face-on and edge-on disks, respectively, as
viewed by the observer. Furthermore, ¢ ranges between [0, 27]. In
order to describe GW sources (e.g. merging BBHs) at radius 7y,
from the SMBH lens, we introduce the source position vector ry s,
which is defined in polar coordinates in the plane of the disk as
IS = Forb (€OS g, sin ¢g, 0). Finally, vy is calculated as

v = arccos (eq - ILs/Forb) = arccos [cos(¢s — o) cosi] . ®)

Without loss of generality, we restrict the range of i to [0, 7/2] due
to symmetry for i — —i.

We decompose the source population into uniform rings around the
SMBH. Note that for an inclined uniform ring, the prior distribution
of y for fixed rom, i, and ¢g follows from dN/dyg = const and
©ws = @ + arccos|[(cosy)/(cosi)] as
dN _ dN dps « siny B siny

—— = = )
dy degs dy  \[cosZi-cos?y \/sinz y — sinZi

for | siny| > sini, and dN/dy = 0 otherwise if | siny| < sini. It is
uniformly distributed between [0, ] for i = 0 (edge-on disk) and it
shrinks onto the single value y = 7/2 for i = n/2 (face-on disk).
For 0 < i < m/2, the y range [Ymin>Ymax] = [i,m — i] shrinks
gradually from [0, 7] to the point {x/2} with increasing i. Note that
the y distribution is symmetric around y = 7/2 with peaks at the
boundaries ypin =i and ymax = 7 — i.

We use the same (X,Y,Z) coordinates to describe an
isotropic population of GW sources around a single SMBH (e.g.
merging BBHs in either an isotropic GN or an orientation-
averaged AGN/BH disk) at radius rqy but in this case
ILS = Forb (COS @ cos 1, sin ¢, cos [, sinl), where the latitude angle
[ plays the role of i in Equations (8) and (9), but while i was set
to a single value for a single disk, / ranges between [—r/2,7/2].
This implies a uniform distribution of —1 < cosy < 1. Alternatively,

9 For clarity, we note that ag refers to the angle corresponding to the GW
echo, which is generally not the Einstein angle.
10" Note that since the observer is at infinity, eg = ey = z.



this is equivalent to a distribution of source disks with different sini
sampled uniformly in the range —1 < sini < 1. 1

2.3 Deflection of primary GWs and GW echoes and the time
delay of echoes

We use the Ohanian lens equation in the asymptotic flat region of
spacetime (Ohanian 1987)

y=a-0-® (10

to determine the large-angle bending of GW rays around a
Schwarzschild BH. This gives accurate results for the bending of
rays compared to the exact general relativistic treatment even when
Torp is relatively small (o, ~ 10rg), and it provides the most accurate
estimate for light bending among other approximate lens equations
(Bozza 2008). Here, for a Schwarzschild BH, « is given as a function

of the closest distance of approach rq as'?
e d 4F (9, k
a(r0)+7r:2/ : 4 = LEM)
"o T T _(1_}’5) Vi
ro ro r
an

where F(¥, k) is the elliptic integral of the first kind!3, and we
introduce the following functions of rq

up =3, up=+v1l-uy, wuz=+1-3ug, (13)

ro
1 -3 14 3(uz) 7!
9= oo [0} g2 2y )3T gy
2 1+ujus uyp+us
The impact parameter J for a given r( can be expressed as
1
2
J=r0 (1 - ’—S) (15)
ro

(Weinberg 1972). As seen, Equations (11) and (15) relate J to a.
Since we are only interested in distant sources, ® can be safely
dropped from Equation (10).

Next, we express Equation (10) as a function of the polar coordi-
nates of the source position (7o, y) as

vy = a(rg) — arcsin (J(rO)) . (16)
Torb

This equation leads to a collection of solutions for both -7 <y < 0

and 0 < y < 7 as GWs can go around the lens multiple times, where

a higher multiplicity corresponds to a lower r¢.!*# For a given source

11" For an isotropic distribution, the polar angle p, defined by p = 7/2 — i,
has a uniform distribution between —1 < cos p < 1.

12 While the integral can be evaluated by integrating between 7y < 7 < Forp
and ry < r < ropg (€.2. Equation 6 in Bozza 2008), where s is the radial
distance of the source to the observer, but here we resort to the approximation
of rory, — o0 and ropg — 0. This is justified as long as ry << ropp, so that @
is not very close to 0 and J (rg) < Forp-

13 We use the tr1g0nometr1c form defined by

F(9,k) = / (12)
0 1—k2sin? y

14 Note that GWs can go around a lens if 7 < @ < co, which translates to
1.5rs < ryp < 1.76 rg in case of a Schwarzschild BH due to the one-to-one
correspondence between « and ry given by Equation (11). Such condition
can be given numerically in terms of (y, o) as well by substituting the
appropriate (@, rp) pairs back into Equation (16) and investigating which
(v, rorb) pairs satisfy this equation.
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position —mr < y < 0 with respect to the observer, the largest rg
corresponds to the primary signal, while the other solutions describe
higher odd-order scattered GWs. Similarly, the largest r( corresponds
to the echo and further r( solutions describe higher even-order scat-
tered GWs for a given 0 < y < x. Here and throughout the paper
“primary” signal and “echo” refer to the solutions of Equation (16).
Finally, substituting the resulting ry back into Equation (11), shows
that the primary GWs and GW echoes satisfy 0 < @ < @gjpgtein and
Einsiein < @ $ 7, respectively, where @ingiein =2 (2ror/rs) '/
is the deflection angle at the Einstein radius.

In Schwarzschild coordinates (z,r, ¢, ) in the equatorial plane
(6 = n/2), GWs follow null geodesics that satisfy

j_;=ir ;_i_(]_%s), (17)

Here, J is a constant of motion, the impact parameter, which is
expressed in terms of the closest distance of approach rq in Equa-
tion (15). Solving Equations (17) and (18) for the coordinate time
t between two radial coordinates 7 and rg, we get the following
expressions

1 '8 rdr
t(rg,ra,J) == . 19
(rg,ra,J) ]/m (1) 2 T 19)

5% ;
For GWs or EM waves passing near an SMBH with rg, the total

change in the coordinate time from the source rqy, to the observer
T'obs Can be given as

At (Fobss Torbs J) =t (Forbs 705 J) +1 (Fops» 70, J) - (20)

We define the time delay 74 between the primary GW and its GW
echo as

g = lm_ |Af (Fobs, Forbs JE) = At (Fobss Torbs JP) | » (21)

Fobs —00
where Jg and Jp are calculated respectively for the primary GW
and the GW echo emitted by a merging BBH at a relative posi-
tion (rorh,y) to the SMBH and the line-of-sight. We consider BBH
mergers with a maximum radial distance from the SMBH out to
rorb = 10% rg throughout the paper for which setting rops = 108 rg
yields an excellent approximation for practical purposes so that

T4~ At (108 7S+ Forbs JE) v (108 7S+ Forbs Jp) . (22)

Note that 7y « rg (Equation 19), and it applies to SMBHs in the
local Universe. For SMBHs at cosmological redshift z, the cosmo-
logical redshift effect has to be considered by multiplying 74 by a
factor of 1 + z or equivalently by assuming redshifted SMBH mass
MsmBH,z = (1 + z) MsypH. Finally, we note that the additional ob-
servation direction-dependent variation in the time delay caused by
the Doppler shift is much smaller in comparison, which is neglected
here (Appendix C).

2.4 Magnification of primary GWs and GW echoes

For an isotropic source with an arbitrary position relative to the
SMBH and the line-of-sight to the observer, the magnification of the
energy flux relative to the unlensed signal can be calculated in the
short-wavelength limit as

r sin @
Hiso =( 50) ‘ (23)
Vorb Sll’l ’)/

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)
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(Bozza & Mancini 2004). Using Equations (1) and (2), this may be
expressed as

1 J 1

‘ dJ ‘ B d(J?%)/dro
Torb [siny| | dy 2romp

d(cosy)/drg|’ 24

Hiso =

where J(rg) and y(rg) are given analytically in Equations (11),
(15), and (16). Here Equation (23) describes the magnification of
the energy flux for point sources. Finally, we note that hereafter
Equations (23) and (24) refer to the primary GW signal (u;s,p) and
GW echo (ujso ) if =7 <y < 0and 0 < y < 7, respectively, or
equivalently when 0 < @ < a@gjpstein and QEjnpstein < @ S 7.

Equation (24) gives the amplitude magnification perceived by an
observer relative to the unlensed isotropic source. To take into ac-
count the effect of anisotropic GW emission pattern for a merging
binary with given ea)p at a relative position (ro,y) with respect
to the SMBH and the line-of-sight, we multiply ujs, by the energy
flux of lensed GW signal relative to that of the unlensed GW signal
Y (W¥)/Y (Wy); see Equation (3). Accordingly, the observed magni-
fication of the energy flux of the primary GW and the GW echo
relative to the unlensed GW are given as

_ Y(¥p) Y(YE)

= ——=u; s = —— U R 25
MP Y(‘PU)ﬂISO’P E Y(Tu)'ulso’E (25)

respectively, where Wp, Wy, and Wg are determined by Equation (7).

Since the GW amplitude scales with the square root of the energy
flux (e.g. Wang et al. 1996; Takahashi & Nakamura 2003), /u rep-
resents the amplification, i.e. the magnification of the GW amplitude
relative to the unlensed GW due to lensing. Accordingly, 4/up and
+HE are the amplification of the primary GW and the GW echo, re-
spectively. While the amplification is always larger than unity for the
primary GW, it may be larger or lower than unity for the GW echo. In
particular, for large-angle scattering, the echo amplitude is typically
fainter than the unperturbed signal, as shown in Figure 2. Note that
additional effects such as gravitational redshift and Doppler beaming
are less important and are neglected in this study; see Appendix C
for details.

Next, assuming an isotropic distribution of eam D, we investigate
the main characteristics of the distribution of amplitude magnifica-
tion P(4/i1) as a function of ry, and a jointly for primary GWs and
GW echoes. Accordingly, P(+/f1) is given as

PO = { P(VEp)

5

if 0 < @ < @Ejnstein

. 26
if aEjngtein <@ S 7 (26)

P(\HE)
atany fixed rop,. We find that P(+/u) peaks at /i, at any fixed o and
T'orbs Which is in addition to the median of the distributions. We also
find that the width of the distributions is largest at @ = /2, and in this
case max(y/u)/med(y/u) = med(+/u)/min(~{/pr) ~ V8 as expected
from Equation (3) since a face-on binary is Y (0)/Y (r/2) = 8 times
brighter in energy flux than an edge-on binary. We list some more
properties of P(4/u) in Appendix A.

We show examples for +/up and /ug as a function of « for various
rorb Separately as incoming GWs are measured independently. We
also depict examples for the probability density function (PDF) of
the logarithmic GW amplification for GW echoes for some specific

15 Here and throughout the paper, we assume an isotropic distribution of
the angular momentum unit vector eay; for merger events in isotropic GNs
since there is no preferred direction for ean in this environment. We make
the same assumption for merger events in AGN/BH disks, as binary-single
interactions are expected to randomize the direction of the binary orbital plane
(e.g. Samsing et al. 2022; Tagawa et al. 2020a, 2021a).
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Figure 2. Top and middle panels: The GW amplification of the emitted
primary GWs (top, /up) and astrophysical GW echoes (middle, /ug) of a
merging binary due to an SMBH lens as a function of deflection angle a for
different source distances 7o from the SMBH. We consider binaries with
isotropic angular momentum distributions that are stationary with respect
to the SMBH lens, relevant for aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA sources. Solid lines
show the median of the amplification distribution, and shaded areas show the
range of possible amplifications resulting from the anisotropic GW emission
pattern of merging binaries. The strong amplification peak in the top and
middle panels at small @ corresponds to strong lensing at the Einstein radius,
@Einstein» While the second peak in the middle panel at ~ & corresponds to
the glory phenomenon in geometrical optics. Primary GWs and GW echos
generally have 0 < @ < @Eingtein and QEinstein < @ < 7, respectively.
Bottom panel: The PDF of the logarithmic GW amplification for GW echoes,
P (log+/u), at fixed ro, = 507s for three specific @ values as labelled.
We show the case with the broadest distribution among sources with fixed
deflection angle (@ = 90°), the case with the minimum /ug (@ ~ 119°, the
minimum of the blue shaded area in the middle panel), and the case where
the median of the y/ug distribution has a minimum (@ ~ 145°, the minimum
of the solid blue line in the middle panel).



a values at a fixed rop. ¢ The top panel of Figure 2 shows \HE as
a function of « for various ry,, where 0 < @ < @Einstein (Section
2.3). 17 Solid lines show the median of the P(+/pp) distribution as
a function of @, which corresponds to the amplitude magnification
of an isotropic-equivalent GW source. Furthermore, the shaded ar-
eas show the allowed range of amplification /up broadened by the
anisotropic GW emission pattern of merging binaries. The peak cor-
responds to strong lensing at the Einstein radius agjpstein. Similarly,
the middle panel of Figure 2 shows +/ug for the same 7, values as
in the top panel. In this case, @gingein < @ < 7 (Section 2.3). The
peak at small @ corresponds to strong lensing at @gjpstein, and the
second peak at ~ m corresponds to the glory phenomenon in geo-
metrical optics (Futterman et al. 1988). The bottom panel of Figure

2 shows the log /ug distribution, P(log /ug) = ﬁ ﬁﬁ’ where

N is the number of sources, and we also use a similar logarithmic
representation for other parameters throughout the paper when plot-
ting PDFs. The figure shows three cases with large deflection angles
for fixed ro, = 507g: (i) when the support of P(4/ug) is the widest
(a = 90°), (ii) when /ug has a minimum (o ~ 119°), and (iii) when
the median of P(+/ug) has a minimum (@ ~ 145°). Clearly, P(+/iE)
is approximately symmetric on a logarithmic \/ug scale, and so it
peaks near the median.

We define the fraction of the GW echo amplitude relative to the
primary GW as

VHEP = % . (27)

The echo amplitude is typically smaller than the primary amplitude,
i.e. y/jugp < 1. However, \/ugp 2 1 is also possible for (i) y ~ n
because in this case /up ~ 1 and /ug peaks due to the retro-
lensing glory phenomenon, and for (ii) y ~ O because in this case
Vip = +/uE; see Figure 2 for examples, and for (iii) cases where
the energy flux at the source in the direction along the echo rays is
stronger than along the primary signal rays.

Importantly, for any 74, the minimum of both +/up and /ug are
finite non-zero. Accordingly, we determine the minimum value of
the relative echo amplitude +/ugp as a function of ryy, in Appendix
A, which sets a strict lower bound on the allowed range of 7, for
high SNR sources, where an astrophysical GW echo is not detected.
In these investigations, we assume that the SNR of both the primary
GW and the GW echo are above the SNR detection threshold.

3 RESULTS

First, we study the characteristics of the y/ugp distribution, P(/ugp),
for single AGN and BH disks with a fixed inclination and isotropic
distributions of BBH mergers around SMBHs in Sections 3.1. Next,
in Section 3.2, we determine the /ugp distribution in a mock SNR-
limited survey of the primary GWs accounting for observational
bias, i.e. a larger detection volume for BBH mergers with larger
primary GW amplitudes. Then, in Section 3.3, we determine the
distribution of angular position relative to the SMBH and the line-
of-sight, the distribution of deflection angle for the echo, and the
time-delay distribution between the primary GW and the GW echo

16 Note that similar distributions characterise the logarithmic GW amplifi-
cation for primary GWs at any fixed « and ro, values.

17" For each rom, the presented logarithmic « range was divided into 8000
equal parts, and for each, we sampled 10° unit vectors esp from an isotropic
distribution to determine the lower and upper limits of P (+/up).
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for BBH mergers in isotropic populations around SMBHs in a mock
SNR-limited survey of both GW echoes and primary GWs.

3.1 GW echos from single AGN/BH disks and isotropic nuclear
star clusters around SMBHs

Let us first investigate how the distribution of GW echo amplitude
relative to the primary GW signal, P; (\/ugp), and its mean, (/{Ep),
depend on the inclination of the GW source’s position plane around
the SMBH (i.e. the AGN/BH disk plane) relative to the line-of-sight
and the SMBH-binary distance. Second, we determine P (~/figp), the
relative GW amplitude for an isotropic distribution of BBH merg-
ers around a single SMBH or around SMBHs in a mock complete
volume-limited survey (e.g. either isotropic GNs or an ensemble of
AGN/BH disks in both cases) in which the detection of primary GWs
is complete within some maximum detection distance.

To determine P;(+/gp) for BBH mergers in an AGN/BH disk
with fixed inclination i and fixed SMBH-binary distance rq,, we
first sample the longitude angles of both the source ¢g and observer
¢o in the disk plane uniformly between [0,27] and compute the
corresponding y (Equation 8). Next, we sample angular momentum
unit vectors e from an isotropic distribution at each v, i.e. we sam-
ple ¢ an uniformly between [0, 27| and cos @ o) uniformly between
[-1, 1] (Section 2.1), then compute +/ugp for each (y, pam, Oam) in
the MC sample as discussed in Section 2.4. Finally, using the result-
ing MC sample, we generate the PDF of the relative echo amplitude,
ie. P,-(\/;E).18 Throughout the paper, we verify the convergence
of generated distributions as a function of sample size by evaluating
the Kolmogorov—Smirnov test with respect to the final distributions.

The top left panel of Figure 3 displays P; (log v/ugp) for various i
values at fixed o, = S0rg. The obtained distributions are bimodal,
where the peak at low +/ugp corresponds to BBH mergers with
v ~ m/2, while the second peak is produced by mergers close to
either y ~ ypminp = i Or ymax = —i (Section 2.2). P;(+/ugp) is
bounded between lower and upper relative amplitudes corresponding
to BBH mergers respectively near ¥ ~ ¥magn,min ~ 113° and near

either ¥ ~ Ymin OF Ymax.'>. Furthermore, the range of ugp for
fixed 7oy, approaches 4/ugp (y = 7/2) with decreasing i (Section 2.2)
where P;(+/ugp) forms a sharp peak in the i — /2 limit. Note that
P;(\/ugp) shifts toward lower values as r, increases because /U
decreases systematically with increasing roy, while +/up remains
y/pp ~ 1 for the vast majority of mergers as only a small portion of
them are located near @gjpgtein-

The top right panel of Figure 3 shows the mean relative echo
amplitude (+/ugp) as a function of ryy, for different i as labelled.
Clearly, (+/ugp) increases monotonically with i from the face-
on to the edge-on disk configuration, and it decreases monoton-
ically for larger ro,. The former trend arises because a system-
atically higher fraction of y values occur closer to either y ~ 0
or y ~ m for lower i, where +/ugp is the highest. The lat-
ter trend follows from the roy, dependence of P;(+/ugp). In par-
ticular, (\/ugp) is ~ 2.03 (log(rem/10 rs))z'] +1.92 times higher
for edge-on disks (sini = O blue curve) than for face-on disks
(sini = 1 green curve), e.g. a factor of ~ {2, 4, 11} times higher

18 We used an MC sample of 10° mergers to generate P; (+/HEP).

19 Here, Ymagn,min ~ 113° is the angle between the SMBH-binary direction
and the optical axis where +/ugp attains its minimum (Appendix A). Note
that the upper bound of +/ugp decreases systematically with i, while the lower
bound is the smallest at i ~ 67° (sini ~ 0.92)

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)
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Figure 3. Top left panel: The distribution of the logarithmic GW echo amplitude relative to the primary GW signal for BBH mergers in a single AGN or a
BH disk with fixed inclination i, P; (log v/ugp). Examples are shown for various inclination angles as labelled in the legend, and the merger distance from the
SMBH is fixed to 7o, = 50 rs. Top right panel: The mean relative amplitude of the GW echo compared to the primary GW signal, (/ugp), as a function of
Torb for BBH mergers in an AGN/BH disk with a fixed inclination as shown in the legend. Bottom left panel: Same as the top left panel, but for an isotropic
distribution of BBH mergers around a single SMBH or around SMBHs in a mock complete volume-limited survey (e.g. either isotropic GNs or an ensemble
of AGN/BH disks in both cases), P (log +/ugp), for various ry, as labelled in the legend. Bottom right panel: The cumulative fraction of BBH mergers among
an isotropically distributed sample of mergers at a distance rq, from a single SMBH or in a population of galactic nuclei in a mock complete volume-limited
survey ¥ (+/ugp) for which /ugp is higher than the values given in the legend. For example, the bottom curve shows the fraction of mergers in a single GN
where the GW echo amplitude relative to the primary GW is larger than /ugp = 0.4, which may be detectable even for weak marginally detected primary GWs.
For very bright primary GWs, the fraction of mergers with a detectable GW echo with a relative amplitude of 4/ugp > 0.02 reaches 100% for rop, < 2075 (see
Figure Al for the critical radius for a guaranteed GW echo detection for arbitrary +/ugp).

for rop, ~ {107g, 100 rg, 1000 rs}.20 Therefore, astrophysical GW
echoes with the highest amplitudes are expected to be typically de-
tected from nearly edge-on AGN/BH disks in the inner regions close
to the SMBH.

Similar to the top left panel of Figure 3, the bottom left panel
shows the distribution of the logarithmic relative GW echo ampli-
tude P(log +/ugp) for isotropically distributed BBH mergers around
a single SMBH or around SMBHs in a mock complete volume-
limited survey. P(+/ugp) is determined by marginalizing P; (\/igp)
over i.2! The figure shows that P(+/ugp) has one peak close to
VHEP ~ 0.121 (ro,/10 rs)~!, which corresponds to BBH mergers
at y ~ m/2. The lower bound, where P(~/ugp) is nonzero, cor-
responds to Equation (A3), while the upper bound corresponds to

20 Throughout the paper, we use the non-linear least squares method to fit
the coefficients of functions to be fitted, and resulting values are given at 95%
confidence level.

21 P («/ugp) was generated from an MC sample of 5 x 10° elements.
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mergers at either y ~ 0 or y ~ x. Furthermore, P(+/ugp) shifts sys-
tematically toward lower values with increasing 7, roughly as r;rlb
because P;(+/ugp) also shifts to lower values with increasing o,

for all 7.

Finally, the bottom right panel of Figure 3 shows the cumula-
tive fraction of BBH mergers located at a radial distance of 7y,
to the SMBHSs, for which the relative GW echo amplitude is larger
than the values shown in the legend, ¥ (/ugp). Here we assume
an isotropic merger population around a single SMBH or around
SMBHs in a mock complete volume-limited survey. We find that
F (\/1EP) decreases monotonically with increasing o, which arises
because P(+/ugp) shifts systematically toward lower +/ugp values
for larger rop,. The figure shows that F (y/ugp) = 1 for rop, < 207g
for /ugp > 0.02, meaning that the GW echo amplitude is at least
0.02 of the primary amplitude for all sources with 7 < 20rg
(see Equation A3). Furthermore, at least 1% of GW echoes have
amplitudes larger than {0.4,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.02} times the primary
GW amplitude if rqy < {60rg,210rg,500rg, 1100 rs,2400rs},
respectively, and more than 10% of GW echoes have ampli-



tudes larger than {0.2,0.1,0.05,0.02} times the primary ampli-
tude, respectively, for BBH mergers closer to the SMBH than
~{25rs,60rg, 135rg,300rg}. This indicates that for the most typ-
ical weak primary GW signals in a complete volume-limited sur-
vey, there is at least a 1% probability of detecting a GW echo with
0.4 of the primary’s amplitude for BBH mergers within ~ 60rg of
the SMBH, but for very strong primary signals for which an echo
is detectable at 0.02 of the primary’s amplitude, there is close to
100% chance to detect a GW echo for sources within 20rg, and still
a nonzero (1% <) chance to detect an echo from distances up to
~ 2400 rg.

3.2 GW echos from AGN/BH disks and isotropic nuclear star
clusters in an SNR-limited survey

In this section, we investigate the impact of observational bias on the
previous results presented for single AGN/BH disks and isotropic
distributions of BBH mergers around SMBHs in Section 3.1. Here we
examine the distributions in a mock SNR-limited GW observational
survey of the primary GWs, where BBH mergers with larger primary
GW amplitudes are detectable from a larger volume.

As we have seen in Section 3.1, primary GWs typically have higher
amplitudes compared to GW echoes, and by definition, arrive earlier
at the detector due to their lower light-travel time around the SMBH
(e.g. Kocsis 2013). Thus, assuming that the primary GW signal has
been detected above a specific SNR detection limit, we now investi-
gate what fraction of sources may have a detectable GW echo. Here
we account for the amplitude dependence of the detection volume
of the primary GW signal, which leads to an observational bias
skewing the echo amplitude distribution of single SMBHs presented
above in Section 3.1. The number of detectable mergers scales with
the detection volume. Hence, the relative fraction of primary GWs

with 4/up in an MC sample scales as Np o« Vp o« #g/z. Thus, we
3/2

assign the detection-volume based weight wp = i,'” to each element
in the MC sample to define the detection-volume weighted PDF of
any given variable x, Pdm’p(x).22 Note that here and throughout the
paper we assume a 100% detector duty cycle and a polarization-
averaged waveform. Presented results may be affected at some level
for a sparse GW detector network when the line of nodes of the
antenna beam pattern of the individual instruments is considered.
In practice, we generate the PDF as follows. We first assign a
weight wp to each element in an MC sample of Section 3.1 that was
generated for sources near an individual SMBH or near a popula-
tion of SMBHs in a mock complete volume-limited survey. Such an
MC sample is a table of GW source parameters (7o, ¥, AM> OAaM)-
Next, 4/up, vUE, and +/ugp are calculated using Equations (24) and
(25) from the GW source parameters. Then we determine the cumu-
lative distribution function (CDF) of the detection-volume weighted

22 This method assumes a homogeneous density of BBH mergers in an Eu-
clidean geometry, which gives an adequate first estimate for the observable
distribution despite for its simplicity of neglecting the inhomogeneous clus-
tering of mergers on small scales and cosmological effects (see also, Abadie
etal. 2010; O’Shaughnessy et al. 2010; Dominik et al. 2015; Belczynski et al.
2016; Tagawa et al. 2020b, for a similar estimate for various other source
populations).
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elements??, and finally differentiate the CDF with respect to x to get
Pget,p(x) probability density function.?*

The top left panel shows the distribution of the GW echo ampli-
tude relative to the primary amplitude for GW detections of BBH
mergers in all AGN/BH disks with an inclination i in a mock SNR
limited survey, P; det,p(+/iEP)., for various fixed inclination angle i at
fixed rop = 50rg. As seen, observational bias significantly changes
the corresponding P;(+/ugp) distribution for nearly edge-on disks.
This is due to the high-magnification strongly lensed mergers in the
sample for which \/ugp ~ 1. Observational bias has a gradually less
impact for increasing inclination when sini > 0.1, or equivalently
i 2 6°. The reasons are that for BBH mergers with lower i, a system-
atically higher fraction of highly-magnified mergers (y/ugp ~ 1) lies
closer to the optical axis (Section 3.1), and the distribution is biased
towards y/ugp ~ 1 for small i. Note that BBH mergers behind the
SMBH close to the optical axis have \/ugp < 1, which contribute
to the peak occurring in P; gt p(+/HEP) at y/iEP ~ 1. Mergers in
front of the SMBH close to the optical axis, i.e. @ ~ m, contribute
typically to the 4/ugp 2 1 part of the peak. Finally, the impact of
observational bias on P;(4/igp) decreases with increasing 7, be-
cause a systematically lower fraction of mergers has +/ugp ~ 1 for
larger rq, (Section 3.1). The important conclusion is that in an SNR-
limited GW observational survey, the amplitudes of GW echoes are
comparable to primary amplitudes for nearly edge-on disks or, more
generally, for sources along the line-of-sight, but such configurations
are expected to be uncommon.

Next, we determine the detection-volume weighted mean of the
GW echo amplitude relative to the primary GW signal {(\/EP)det,P
as a function of rqy for the same inclination angles as in the
top right panel of Figure 3. In comparison, (+/iEp)det,p is signif-
icantly higher than (/ugp) for nearly edge-on disk configurations
with small i, while it is only marginally higher than (\/ugp) if
sini 2 0.1. For nearly edge-on disks, (+/igp)det,p = {0.91,0.45}
if rorp < {1507, 10* rg}, respectively, in a mock SNR-limited sur-
vey, while (\/EP)det,p is above ~ {0.046,0.004} for the same 7y,
limits for single nearly edge-on disks. Furthermore, {/{EP )det,p de-
creases much less steeply than in a single AGN/BH disk with in-
creasing rqpp for sini ~ 0 but decreases similarly as in a single disk
for sini > 0.1. Note that similar to the case of single AGN/BH disks,
nearly edge-on disks produce on average GW echoes with the high-
est relative amplitude in the inner regions close to the SMBH in
an SNR-limited survey, and the relative echo amplitude decreases
systematically with both i and rq. In comparison to the case of
a single AGN/BH disk (Section 3.1), we find that (y/iEP)det,p is
~21.18 (log(rom /10 rs))4'38+26.65 times higher for edge-on disks
than for face-on disks, e.g. this enhancement is ~ {27, 48,470} for
rorb ~ {107, 100rg, 1000 g}, respectively.

We repeat the analysis of Section 3.1 for an isotropic distribution
of BBH mergers around an SMBH by marginalizing P; get,p(\/HEP)
over the inclination angle to obtain the distribution function of the
relative GW echo amplitude Pge; p(4/uEp) in an SNR-limited sur-
vey. Examples are displayed in the middle left panel of Figure 4 (c.f.
Figure 3). The fraction of mergers with y/ugp ~ 1 is increased due
to observational bias predominantly for ro, < 100rg. The reason

23 j.e., the CDF of the variable x is givenas CDFyer,p (xk) = Xk Wi/ X g Wg>

where k indices those elements in the MC sample for which the corresponding
xs are lower than xy, and g runs over the sample. Here, x may represent 4/ugp,
for example, and g may represent all sources with some fixed 7o, and i or
cases with fixed rqp but with arbitrary i.

24 An MC sample of 5 x 107 elements was used to generate Pyep(x).
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Figure 4. The first and second rows are similar to Figure 3, showing the properties of the relative GW echo amplitude distribution over the primary GWs, but
for a mock SNR-limited GW observational survey accounting for observational bias by scaling the probabilities with the detection volume of the primary GW

signal (Section 3.2). The top left panel shows the distributions of log v/ugp with and without observational bias using dashed and solid lines, respectively. The

inclination angle of the AGN/BH disks is fixed as labelled. The top right panel shows that the mean relative echo amplitude is strongly increased in a mock
SNR-limited survey by observational bias for edge-on disks (sini = 0) due to strong lensing. The middle row left panel shows that the distributions of /ugp

for isotropic BBH merger populations around SMBHs (or an ensemble of AGN/BH disks) acquire a long tail to high echo amplitudes due to strongly lensed
sources, but this affects only a tiny fraction of sources at any fixed ro. The right panel in the middle row shows the fraction of sources above a given /ugp in a

mock SNR-limited survey, as labelled, which is very similar to that of Figure 3 as observational bias affects only a tiny fraction of sources. Bottom panel: The

fraction of BBH mergers for which the amplification of primary GWs relative to the unlensed GWs +/up is higher than selected values as labelled as a function

of rorp. Results are given for isotropic distributions of BBH mergers around SMBHs, including the effects of observational bias.
aty ~ 0 (@ ~ Ejnstein)> While (i) the fraction of mergers in the y

distribution are the same at either y ~ 0 or y ~ 7 as it is symmet-
ric (Section 2.2) and (ii) the corresponding weights are comparable
as \/ugp ~ 1 at either y ~ 0 or y ~ & (Section 2.4). Therefore,

is that the Einstein angle is smaller for higher r, hence the prob-
GW echoes with amplitudes higher than that of primary GWs are

ability for GW echoes with y/ugp ~ 1 is suppressed for isotropic
merger populations. However, we find that the fraction of mergers

with y/ugp 2 1 is typically smaller than a per cent. This is not sur-
prising since /ug drops at a much faster rate at y ~ 7 (¢ ~ «) than

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)



expected to constitute a small fraction of the detected BBH mergers
(e.g. vugp 2 1 for ~ 0.65% of mergers at fixed ¢, = 20 rg).

The middle right panel of Figure 4 shows the cumulative fraction
of isotropically distributed BBH mergers around SMBHs in a mock
SNR-limited survey et p(4/1EP) that have relative GW echo ampli-
tudes higher than the given values shown in the legend as a function
of rorp (c.f. Figure 3). Clearly, observational bias increases ¥ (1/Ugp),
although the degree of increase is significant only for relatively high
+/ugp limits (4/ugp 2 0.1) since observational bias preferentially en-
hances the fraction of BBH mergers with \/ugp ~ 1 in P(+/ugp). For
instance, the fraction of mergers with \/ugp > 0.2 is Fyer p (\/HEP) ~
{30%, 3%, 0.33%} for rop, ~ {10rs,100rg,1000rg}, respec-
tively, in a mock SNR-limited survey, while these fractions drop
to F(\/ugp) ~ {25%, 2%, 0.15%} in a mock complete volume-
limited survey for the same radii. Furthermore, a non-negligible
fraction of mergers produce GW echoes with amplitudes compa-
rable to those of primary signals. For instance, ~ 60% (~ 10%) of
mergers have yjugp > 0.1 (0.4) at ro, ~ 107rg in a mock SNR-
limited survey, which drops to ~ 1% (~ 0.1%) at ro, ~ 1000 rg.
Note that similar results stand for a mock complete volume-limited
survey. In comparison to the case of a mock complete volume-limited
survey (Section 3.1), we find that at least 1% of all GW echoes have
amplitudes larger than {0.4,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.02} times the primary
GW amplitude if rop < {135rg,330r5,690rg, 1350 rs,3300rg},
respectively, and more than 10% of echoes have amplitudes larger
than {0.2,0.1,0.05,0.02} times the primary GW amplitude if BBHs
merge closer to the SMBH than ~ {30rg,65rg, 140rg,370rg}, re-
spectively. Thus, in an SNR-limited survey, there is at least a 1%
probability of detecting GW echoes for BBH mergers within ~ 135 rg
for the most typical weak primary GW signals, and there is a nonzero
(1% <) chance to detect echoes from distances up to ~ 3300 rg for
very strong primary signals. These limits are respectively ~ 60 rg
and ~ 2400 rg for a complete volume-limited survey (Section 3.1).
Finally, we note that the fraction of detectable echos Fget,p(+/HEP)
decreases with ry, as expected from the rqy, dependence of the
relative echo amplification distribution Pye; p(+/HEP)-

For further astrophysical applications, we also investigate how the
SMBH may amplify the primary GW signal relative to the unlensed
GW signal for isotropically distributed BBH mergers around SMBHs
in a mock SNR-limited survey irrespective of the GW echo. For this
purpose, we assume detection for the primary GW signal and generate
the Pgeq,p(+/up) distribution as before. Similarly, we also determine
the fraction of mergers Fge,p(1/tip) for which the amplification of
primary GWs relative to the unlensed GWs is higher than a given
limit as a function of rq,. Results are displayed in the bottom panel
of Figure 4. Fyer p(1/itp) decreases with rq, because the fraction
of strongly lensed mergers by the SMBH, which are located near
QEinstein» decreases with 4, as well (Section 2.4). We find that only
a small fraction of BBH mergers have a prominent +/up, even in the
best-case scenario, when binaries merge closest to the SMBH. For
instance, ~ {7%, 4%, 3%} of mergers have y/up > {1.01,1.3, 1.5},
respectively, for ro, = 107g and these merger fractions drop to
~ {1.7%, 0.7%, 0.5%} and ~ {0.5%, 0.14%, 0.1%} for ro;, = 100 rg
and 1000 rg, respectively. This is caused mainly by the quick drop
of \/up close to @Eingiein (Section 2.4) and partly because a small
fraction of mergers are located close to the optical axis whose image
iS near @gingtein- 1herefore, we conclude that strongly lensed GW
signals are not expected to be common in an SNR-limited survey of
isotropically distributed BBH mergers around SMBHs. In particular,
one in 30 (200) BBH mergers at a distance of 10rg (100rg) of an
SMBH may be amplified by 50%.

Note that since highly magnified primary GWs are located near

Astrophysical GW Echoes from Galactic Nuclei 11

the Einstein radius most such mergers originate in near edge-on disk
configurations (sini ~ 0) (Section 2.2). Furthermore, this subset
produces GW echoes with amplitudes comparable to that of primary
GWs +/ugp ~ 1. This explains why nearly edge-on AGN/BH disk
may produce GW echoes with \/ugp ~ 1 in an SNR-limited survey,
yet the overall fraction of highly amplified primary GWs is low for an
isotropic population as disks with sini ~ O constitute a small portion
of possible configurations in the [—1, 1] range.

3.3 Time delay between the primary GW and the GW echo in
an SNR-limited survey

In this section, we determine the time-delay distribution between the
primary GW and the GW echo for isotropic distributions of BBH
mergers around SMBHs in a mock SNR-limited GW observational
survey as a function of SMBH-binary distance. We examine detec-
tions for both GW echoes and primary GWs since the detection
volume is different for the two cases, which will skew the time-
delay distribution in an observational sample. First, we determine
the distribution of time delay assuming that the GW echo was de-
tected irrespective of the primary GW signal. Second, we examine
the time-delay distribution in cases where the primary GW signal
has a high SNR, such that the echo may be fainter than the primary
by a factor of either y/ugp > 0.02 or > 0.2.

We start by generating a merger sample. For fixed SMBH-binary
distance rq, We first generate an isotropic prior MC sample around
the SMBH with an isotropic binary orientation (y, ¢ an, @ ant) such
that the prior distribution of cosy is uniform between [—1, 1] (Sec-
tion 2.2). We also determine the corresponding deflection angle ap
for each y at the considered r, as discussed in Section 2.3. Then,
we apply the methodology introduced in Section 3.2 to obtain the
detection-volume weighted distribution Pge; g(y), the angular po-
sition distribution of merging BBHs relative to the SMBH and the
line-of-sight in a mock SNR-limited survey, and the correspond-
ing distribution of deflection angle for the GW echo Py g(aE) by
assuming detection for the GW echo. Here we compute the detection-

volume weight according to the echo amplitude as wg = /,1133/ 2. This
assumption also means a detection for the primary signal as typi-
cally 4/ugp < 1 (Section 3.2). Note that in this type of survey, the
vast majority of mergers with observable GW echoes are expected
to be in the high-magnification strong-lensing regime, and hence the
primary GWs and GW echoes have similar amplitudes. This implies
that both the primary GWs and the GW echoes are typically near the
SNR detection limit in an observational sample.

Examples for Pgeqg(logy) and Pge g(logag) are displayed in
the top left and top right panels of Figure 5, respectively, for various
Forb as labelled.2> We find that (i) the vast majority of BBH merg-
ers with detectable GW echoes are strongly lensed (i.e. 4/ugp ~ 1)
as most of them have ag 2 @gjngein and accordingly are located
behind the SMBH relatively close to the optical axis, (ii) and a
marginal fraction of mergers are located in front of the SMBH
(< 1% retrolensing among all events at ro, = 10rg). Note that
Pger g(y) systematically shifts toward lower y with increasing 7o,
because mergers with the largest detectable volumes preferentially
form near agjpgein that systematically shifts toward lower values for
larger SMBH-binary distances, while the corresponding Pge; g (aE)
shifts toward lower 7o, Since AEjngtein & 1/4/Torb- For further investi-
gations, we define y# ger, g using Pyer, g () as the half opening angle
of the cone in which a cumulative # fraction of BBH mergers are

25 We use an MC sample of 2.5 x 107 elements to generate Pyeg(y).

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)



12 L. Gondan & B. Kocsis

RN Tory = 207
0.8¢ l'/ /-} Torh, = 5078
' e W ==Torh, = 200778
/; ,'I /’l // ‘\\“\\ ==Torh, = 50078
00.6¢ i N —- T, = 10007 |
- Iy /7 VA
\,/ .I' ,/ Y -\ “
2 7, L
5041 o [RURY i
= 0 LA
R 2 A
L A |
0.2 i LAY
/"l'/" \ \\ \
KA \
0 i , . oA
-3 _
10 1072 107! 10°
v [rad]
0.8 ' ' " T ]
—0.61 |
I
=)
=
= 04r ]
A
021 -
0= 1 0 1 2 3
107 10 10 107 107

Ta [ Mg % sec]

7 T T
or P 1
g 5 I ?‘\ ". ‘1 1
o0 AN
Par AU ANEE .
- HERY \ '
=F B B N |
Iy i \ \
< YA
A2 AN G
1
I ]
ob—i
10°
=) s
2 102 P |
X HEeeeE b
& 0 0 S = st
=,
2 ) —-=F =01 |__.ued
L —rou
&‘ F =05
g e F =07 fammmmn
Y 1 e mememmm —F =09
100F = iy e F = 0.99 |
10' 10° 10° 10*

Torb [75]

Figure 5. Left panels: Distribution of the relative angular position 7y (fop left) and the deflection angle of the GW echo ag (top right) on a logarithmic scale
and the distribution of corresponding time delay log 74 (bottom left) between primary GWs and GW echoes for isotropic distributions of BBH mergers around
SMBHEs at a fixed distance 7o, shown in the legend in a mock SNR-limited GW observational survey of detectable GW echoes. The bottom right panel shows the
corresponding contours of fixed cumulative distribution levels 7 of 74 shown in the legend as a function of r,y,. In all panels, observational bias was calculated

using the detection volume of the GW echo. Note that 74 is shown for a redshifted SMBH mass of MsmpH,, = (1 + z2) MsmBH = 10° M. For other values of
MswmBH,; the units must be scaled by the factor Mg = MSMBH,Z/IO6 Mg (Section 3.3).

located at a distance 7o, from the SMBH. We find that (i) y# get,E
decreases with increasing rp,, and (ii) the mergers that take place
behind the SMBH are located close to the optical axis only for rela-
tively large rq, (not shown). For instance, 50% and 90% of detected
echoes correspond to mergers located within a half opening angle
of Y& der.g ~ {0.15,0.05,0.02} radian and ~ {1.4,0.6, 0.2} radian,
respectively, for ro, = {10 rg, 100 rg, 1000 g }. We define similarly
@, 7. det,E and find that the vast majority of mergers have deflection
angles close to @Einstein- In particular, {30%, 50%, 70%, 90%} of
mergers are located typically within ~ {1.1, 1.3, 1.6, 2.3} X @Einstein-

Next, we determine the distribution of time delay Pge (7q) be-
tween primary GW signals and GW echoes for BBH mergers with
detectable GW echoes in isotropic populations around SMBHs in
a mock SNR-limited survey. To do so, we first assign a time delay
74 to a given relative position (74, y) and redshifted SMBH mass
Mgs\mBH, 2 as introduced in Section 2.3, then proceed as prescribed in
Section 3.2 to generate Pget,g(74). The distributions corresponding
to Pge,g(logy) in the bottom left panel of Figure 5 are displayed
in the bottom right panel for Msyph,, = 10° M. Results for other
MsMmBH,z can be given by simply scaling the obtained results with the
factor Mg = MSMBH,z/106 Mg as 74 o rg (Section 2.3). As seen, the
peak of the Py g (log 7q) distribution is approximately independent
of rorp, but the distribution shifts slowly to higher 74 with increasing

MNRAS 000, 1-20 (2022)

rorb- This feature is due to the fact that 74 increases at a faster rate
than how Pge () shifts toward smaller angles for increasing .
Finally, the bottom right panel of Figure 5 shows the time delay
at which a cumulative # fraction of isotropically distributed BBH
mergers with detectable echoes are located in the vicinity of SMBHs
in a mock SNR-limited survey, which we denote by 74 & ger, - We
find that 74 & ger g increases slowly with rq,. For instance, 99% of
the systems have a delay-time 7q,0.99,det,E- Which increases slowly
between 20 rg and 1000 rg from ~ 200 sec up to ~ 250 sec. Since a
non-negligible fraction of GW echoes with amplitudes comparable
to the primary amplitudes may be produced by merging BBHs out
to a few hundred rg (Section 3.2), the maximum time delay between
the primary GW and its GW echo may be roughly estimated as
max(tq) ~ 250 secx Mg. The median time delay between the primary
signal and the echo 74 0 5 get,E Tepresents the typical time delay.20
As seen, the median also increases slowly with 7, €.2. 74,0.5,det,E
is ~ 13 sec and ~ 18 sec for ryp, = 20rg and 1000 rg, respectively.
Similar to the estimate of max(7y), the typical time delay between
the primary signal and its echo is set to be ~ 18 sec X Mg.
Up to this point, the distributions describing GW echos were ob-

26 Note that the median of Pye g (T4) estimates to within ~ 10% the peak
location in Pge g (log 74).
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Figure 6. Similar to Figure 5, showing the distribution of the relative angular position y, the deflection angle of echo ag, and the corresponding time delay 74
between the primary GW and its GW echo for isotropic distributions of BBH mergers around SMBHs in a mock SNR-limited survey for fixed rqp as shown
in the legend. The figure also shows the corresponding lines of constant cumulative distribution levels F of 74 labelled in the legend as a function of 7.
Observational bias is calculated using the detection volume of the primary GW (cf. Figure 5, which used the detection volume of the GW echo). The top four
and bottom four panels show the distributions assuming that the primary GW has a moderately high or very high SNR, respectively, such that the GW echo may
be detected if its amplitude is at least 0.2 or 0.02 times the primary amplitude, respectively; see also Figures 3 and 4.
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Figure 7. The duration of time that quasi-circular BBH mergers’ GW signals
spend in the advanced GW detectors’ sensitive frequency band above 20 Hz as
a function of component masses using the 1.5PN calculation; see Appendix
B for details.

tained by marginalizing over the properties of primary GWs. Let us
now consider the distributions for a subset of GW echoes, which
arrive after a moderately strong or a very strong primary GW signal
that has been detected such that the detection of the GW echo is
made possible for e.g. 4/ugp > 0.2 or y/ugp > 0.02, respectively
(c.f. Figures 3 and 4). We generate such distribution by applying the
detection-volume weights according to the primary GW signal and by
also discarding the samples that do not satisfy the above-mentioned
conditions on /ugp. We denote these distributions with the sub-
script det, P and additionally specify y/ugp > 0.2 or \/ugp > 0.02
in the figures. The results are shown in Figure 6. The top four panels
show the case of 4/ugp > 0.2 for primary GWs with moderately
high SNRs, and the bottom four panels assume /ugp > 0.02 for
primary GWs with very high SNRs. The figure shows a systematic
shift of the source angular positions and the deflection angles to
higher values (cf. Figure 5). The ag distribution is no longer strongly
peaked near the Einstein angle, instead it is shifted to higher values
by a factor of ~ 2 — 3 for y/ugp > 0.2 and by a factor of 6 — 7 for
vVHEgp > 0.02 over the radial distance range of 7o, = 2075 — 1000 7s.
Here, higher factors correspond to larger 7, In comparison to GW
echo detections, we find that {30%, 50%, 70%, 90%} of mergers are
located typically within ~ {1.5,1.9,2.2,2.6} X @ginstein and within
~ {4.5,5.8,7.2,9.1} X agingiein for echoes with y/ugp > 0.2 and
ViEP > 0.02, respectively, while the corresponding limits for GW
echo detections range between ~ 1.1 — 1.6. These differences are
not surprising since if the primary has a very high (moderately high)
SNR such that the detection of GW echo requires e.g. \/ugp > 0.02
(e.g. > 0.2), the source does not need to lie close to the optical axis,
but also could be detected even for scattering configurations with
large deflection angles.

Furthermore, Figure 6 shows that the corresponding time-delay
distributions of GW echoes for primary GWs with moderately high
and very high SNRs are systematically shifted to higher time-delay
values compared to those distributions presented in Figure 5 for GW
echo detections marginalized over all primary GWs. Again, this is
due to the fact that the latter case is dominated by primary GWs
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with low SNRs for which both the primary and the echo are strongly
lensed, while for primary GWs with moderately high and very high
SNRs, even GW echoes with high deflection angles are detectable.
Therefore, among primary GWs with moderately high and very high
SNRs, the time delays between primary signals preceding echoes may
be much larger, in many cases peaking near ry, /¢ for small rqy,. This
leads to a systematic linear increase of 74 with 7, for small 7q,. For
large rq, the delay-time decreases weakly with the SMBH-binary
distance. Note that these trends are different from the GW echo
distribution marginalized over all primary GWs (Figure 5), which
showed a nearly constant, weakly increasing trend with 7. Similar
to our considerations on the characteristic time delays for GW echo
detections, we set the typical time delay to be the median of Pge p(7q)
and the maximum time delay to be the 99% quantile of Pge p(7g) in
the mock observational sample. The typical time delay for primary
GWs with moderately high SNRs (y/ugp > 0.2 in examples) is
79 ~ (40sec — 60sec) X Mg and it is ~ (260sec — 500sec) x Mg
for primary GWs with very high SNRs (e.g. when /ugp > 0.02)
over the radial distance range of rop = 207rg — 1000 rg. Similarly,
the maximum time delay is max(7g4) ~ (85 sec — 144 sec) X Mg for
primary GWs with 4/ugp > 0.2 and itis ~ (500 sec — 1750 sec) X Mg
for \/ugp > 0.02 over the same radial distance range.

To put these time-delay values in context, we determine the
typical time duration of signals in the sensitive region of the
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA frequency band in Appendix B. Figure 7
shows the result for quasi-circular BBHs; the signals spend less
than 10 seconds above 20 Hz for BBHs with component masses
above 10M. The signal duration is longer in the band for highly
eccentric BBHs, which may reach a few minutes for the lightest bi-
naries (i.e. SMp — 5Mg BBHs) for also a lower frequency cutoff
of 20 Hz, but higher-mass binaries typically spend much less time in
the band. These timescales are comparable to the typical time delays
for SMBHs with masses < 100 Mg for most detectable GW echoes
(i.e. those which correspond to high-magnification events). However,
they are generally lower than the typical time-delay values for echoes
with moderately high or very high SNR primary GWs. Thus, we con-
clude that the GW echo may often overlap with the primary signal for
low-mass BBHs merging in the vicinity of low-mass SMBHs, partic-
ularly for GW echo detections marginalized over the primary GWs
(Figure 5 where both the echoes and the primary signal amplitudes
are typically near the SNR detection limit). Note that interference
effects between the primary GW signal and its GW echo may be
important in these scenarios. However, the primary and echo signals
are well separated in time and are distinct for higher-mass BBHs or
massive SMBHs. They are also typically distinct in the case when
the primary GW has at least a moderately high SNR.

4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we studied the expected properties of astrophysical
GW echoes produced by merging BBHs around SMBHs in the sen-
sitive frequency band of aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA. The astrophysical
GW echo is generated by scattering of the GWs by the SMBH. It fol-
lows a very similar time-frequency evolution and is observed from
the same direction as the primary GW signal but arrives with a time
delay. The time-frequency evolution of the GW echo may differ from
the primary GW for a large deflection angle due to the Doppler
shift, which is different if looking at the source from different direc-
tions. In addition, the GW polarization of the primary GW and the
GW echo are generally different as the emitted signal is intrinsically
anisotropic.



We investigated the expected properties of GW echoes for general
configurations not limited to highly-magnified small-deflection an-
gle cases, accounting for the intrinsic anisotropy of the emitted GWs.
We carried out an MC-based study to explore the characteristics of
the expected magnification distribution and hence the relative ampli-
tude of the GW echo compared to the primary GW signal in mock
SNR-limited GW observational surveys and volume-limited surveys
focusing on AGN/BH disks and isotropic populations of merging
BBHs around SMBHs. We also studied the impact of disk incli-
nation on the resulting distributions. Finally, we explored the time
delay distribution between the primary GW signal and its astrophys-
ical GW echo in mock SNR-limited surveys and the corresponding
distribution of the angular position of the merging BBH relative to
the SMBH and the line-of-sight.

Our conclusions are summarized as follows:

We find that the inclination of the AGN/BH disk i has a sig-
nificant impact on the amplitude of the GW echo relative to the
primary GW, denoted by +/ugp. Echoes with the most prominent
+uEgp are expected from the inner regions of edge-on disks with
i < 6°, and /ugp systematically decreases with both i and 7y,. This
holds for BBH mergers in single AGN/BH disks (Section 3.1) and
BBH mergers with detectable primary GWs in AGN/BH disks in
SNR-limited surveys (Section 3.2).2” Nearly edge-on disks may pro-
duce ~ 27 — 470 times higher /ugp on average than face-on disks
for 10rs < ropp < 10007g in SNR-limited surveys, where higher
fractions correspond to larger SMBH-binary distances (Figure 4).
This enhancement factor reduces to ~ 2 — 11 for the same r,, range
in the case of single disks (Figure 3).

The GW echo amplitude is comparable to the primary amplitude
for strongly lensed signals, which represents a significant fraction of
sources in SNR-limited surveys for edge-on disks, but y/ugp is typi-
cally much less than unity for disks with moderate inclinations (Fig-
ure 4). We find that the mean /ugp is expected to be > {0.91,0.45}
respectively for ro, < {2007, 10* g} for nearly edge-on disks in
an SNR-limited survey for the primary GW (Figure 4), while it is
2 {0.046,0.004} for the same rq, range for nearly edge-on disks
(Figure 3). Note that nearly edge-on disk configurations are expected
to be uncommon.

A non-negligible fraction of BBH mergers with detectable pri-
mary GWs produces GW echoes with amplitudes comparable to
that of primary signals in isotropic populations in close proximity to
SMBHs (e.g. either isotropic GNs or an ensemble of AGN/BH disks)
both in complete volume-limited surveys2® (Figure 3) and in SNR-
limited surveys (Figure 4). For instance, we find that ~ 60% (~ 10%)
of mergers have \jugp > 0.1 (0.4) at rog, ~ 107s in mock SNR-
limited surveys, which drops to ~ 1% (~ 0.1%) at rop ~ 1000 7g.

There is a nonzero (> 1%) chance to detect GW echoes for BBH
mergers within ~ 135 rg (~ 60 rg) of the SMBH for the most typical
weak primary GW signals, and there is a nonzero (1% <) chance to
detect echoes from distances up to ~ 3300 rg (~ 2400rg) for very
strong primary signals in SNR-limited surveys (complete volume-
limited surveys) (Sections 3.1 and 3.2).

Strongly lensed GWs by the SMBH are expected to be rare for
BBH mergers with detectable primary GWs in isotropic populations
around SMBHs in SNR-limited surveys (Section 3.2). We find that

27 Here we assume detection for the primary GW signal above a certain SNR
detection threshold and multiply the single GN probability by the detection
volume o ,ué{nz.

28 The detection of primary GW signals is complete within some maximum
detection distance.
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the primary GWs have amplitudes larger than {1.01, 1.3, 1.5} times
the amplitude of unlensed GWs for ~ {7%, 4%, 3%} of mergers for
fixed rop, = 10rg and these fractions drop significantly for higher
rorb (Figure 4). However, these percentages increase by a factor of 8
for the combined SNR of the primary signal and its echo because the
GW echo is also strongly lensed.

In an SNR-limited survey of BBH mergers in isotropic popula-
tions around SMBHs, the vast majority of mergers with observable
GW echoes are expected to be in the high-magnification strong-
lensing regime (Figure 5), where primary GWs and GW echoes have
similar amplitudes. Although these mergers, which take place be-
hind the SMBH close to the optical axis, are intrinsically rare, their
GW echos can be detected from a much larger volume than high
deflection angle weak echos. However, for primary GWs with high
SNR, the GW echo may be much weaker in comparison and still be
detected, implying that the GW echo may be in the large deflection
angle regime, especially if the source is relatively close to the SMBH,
within a few hundred rg (Figure 6).

In an SNR-limited survey of GW echoes irrespective of the
primary GWs for isotropically distributed BBH mergers around
SMBHs, the typical time delay between the primary GW and the
GW echo can be roughly estimated as ~ 18sec X Mg, where
Mg = (1 +2)MsmBH/ 10° Mg (Figure 5). In practice, primary GWs
and GW echos typically have comparable amplitudes and are near the
SNR detection limit. For moderately high or very high SNR primary
GWs in an SNR-limited survey of primary GWs, much weaker GW
echoes may be detected, which generally arrive with a much longer
time delay after the primary, up to o /c in many cases (Figure 6).
For instance, the typical time delay is ~ (40 sec — 60 sec) X Mg and
~ (260 sec — 500 sec) x Mg respectively, if the amplitude of detected
echo is at least 0.2 and 0.02 times the primary amplitude. These
timescales characterize BBH mergers out to few hundred rg since a
non-negligible fraction of GW echoes have amplitudes comparable
to primary amplitudes in this distance range (Section 3.3).

The signal duration above 20 Hz for quasi-circular BBHs with
component masses 2 10 Mg and highly eccentric BBHs with rela-
tively high component masses (Appendix B) are comparable to the
typical time delays for SMBHs with masses < 10° M for most de-
tectable GW echoes (Section 3.3). However, they are generally lower
than the typical time-delay values for echoes with moderately high
or very high SNR primary GWs. Accordingly, the primary signal
and its echo may interfere for very low-mass BH and NS mergers
around low-mass SMBHs with Mgy < 100 Mg, particularly for
GW echo detections marginalized over the primary GWs.

We find that the distribution of GW amplitude magnification
P (/i) at each deflection angle @ and SMBH-binary distance r, is
broadened due to the anisotropic emission of the GW source profile
for merging binaries. However, this broadening is found to be negligi-
ble in the strong lensing scenario (@ ~ @gjnstein) for relatively distant
mergers from the SMBH (Appendix A). For instance, the fraction
of the upper or the lower bound of P(+/iz) relative to its median is
~ {10%, 5%, 1%} for mergers at o, ~ {3007g, 103 rg, 2.2x10%rg}.

We identified a strong lower bound for the GW echo amplitude
relative to the primary GW +/ugp emitted by merging BBHs in the
vicinity of an SMBH as a function of distance from the SMBH r 4,

-1 -2
Forb Forb
VU P > 0.0411 o —-0.0021 o 28

EP < (IOIS IOIS ( )

(Appendix A). Its inverse gives the minimum distance of a merging
binary from an SMBH upon detection of a primary GW together
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with the corresponding GW echo with +/ugp,

Torb S 4.11rs( (I)JIIEP

-1
) 051675 29)

This theoretical bound may be used to rule out the possibility that
a BBH merged closer to an SMBH than the estimated minimum
radial distance (Figure Al). In addition, this limit may also offer
a conclusive way to rule out that a given BBH merger could have
originated near an SMBH.

Chen et al. (2019) suggested that the high-mass BBH mergers ob-
served by LIGO-VIRGO are in reality have lower masses because
Doppler and gravitational redshift could increase the ‘apparent’ BH
mass and distance by up to a factor of ~ 1.9 — 3.4 if the mergers
lie within ry = 107rg near an SMBH. However, in this case, the
minimum GW echo amplitude is larger than 0.04 of the primary GW
(Equation 28). Thus, if targeted searches rule out the detection of a
GW echo from the same direction at this level?? within 4 Mg minutes
after the primary GW signal (i.e. within ~ 25 sec—29 days for SMBH
masses between 10° Mg — 1019 M), this argues against the possi-
bility that the source mass and distance have been systematically
overestimated for these sources.

If detected with a consistent value of magnification and time de-
lay, the astrophysical GW echo serves as a smoking gun signature
to identify the origin of a GW source from GNs hosting an SMBH.
Furthermore, it may be used to test theories describing the astrophys-
ical formation scenarios of BBH mergers in the central regions of
AGN/BH disks and GNs with an SMBH in their centre. Moreover,
the primary signal and the echo may have a different amplitude and
polarization but the same frequency when accounting for the time
delay, given that the corresponding detected waves are originally
emitted by the source in different directions and at different times.
The relative amplitude and time delay between the primary signal
and the echo may be used to constrain the geometry of the system and
the distance to the SMBH. Note that the recently performed LIGO-
Virgo searches can already constrain multiple images by looking for
events with overlapping parameters without including the time delay
(which was fixed to the scale of galaxy lensing) (Abbott et al. 2021c¢).
For very low-mass SMBHs and binary mergers, the time-dependent
GW diffraction pattern between the primary GW signal and the GW
echo may help to constrain the SMBH mass and spin (Kocsis 2013).
Detections of astrophysical GW echoes may also be useful to con-
firm the prediction of general relativity for the large-angle bending
of GWs around BHs or to offer new possibilities for testing strong
gravity.
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APPENDIX A: PROPERTIES OF THE AMPLIFICATION
DISTRIBUTION

In this section, we carry out investigations regarding P (/) and the
minimum value of the relative echo amplitude min /ugp. We also
note that we work under the assumption of detectable primary GW
and GW echo pairs.

First, we note that max (/i) /med(y/r) = med(+/u) /min(+/1) is
due to the isotropy of esn. Furthermore, P(+/u) forms a sharp peak
as a function of deflection angle @ at \/ujg inthe « —» Oand @ — 7
limits, respectively. Finally, max (/) /med(+/i) as a function of «
can be best fitted numerically with the quartic polynomial

max (/1)
med (/)

which approximates the fraction in question to within 4% for any
Torp 2 107rg. max (/) /med(+/p) is symmetric about @ = 7/2 and
gradually decreases with « to unity in the « — 0 and @ — 7 limits.
Finally, based on Equation (A1), the broadening of /i in the strong
lensing scenario (@ ~ @Ejpstein) due to the anisotropic GW emission
pattern of merging binaries at a fixed r, can be given as

M ~ 0.66 (ro_fb)_2 _2'93(@)_3/2
med (/) rs rs

~0.165¢% = 1.035¢° + 1.29502 +1.036a + 1,  (Al)

@Einstein

-1 -1/2
+2.59 (r"—rb) +1.47 ("’—‘b) / +1. (A2
rs rs
Clearly, the broadening of +/ut is negligible at ~ @gijpstein for relatively
distant merger events from the SMBH. For instance, the broadening
is ~ {10%, 5%, 1%} for mergers at ~ {300 rg, 103 rg, 2.2 x 10*rg}.
We also note that /ug and /ugp have minima at a certain
@magn,min (Or equivalently Ymagn, min) for fixed rorb.30 Both minima
may be best fitted by

-1 -2
. N Torb _ Torb
min(+/ugp) =~ 0.0411 (_10"5 ) 0.0021 (_10"5 ) s (A3)
Torb -l Torb =
min(+4/ug) = 0.0398 (m) —0.0078 (m) s (A4)

which estimate min(+/#gp) and min(~/ig) to within ~ 3% and ~ 5%,
respectively. The top panel of Figure Al shows min(+/gp) as a
function of ryy,. Upon detection of a GW echo with /ugp, this
defines the minimum radial distance min(rqy,) of the merging binary
from the SMBH lens, 31

VHEP

min(rop) = 4.11rg ( 01

-1
) -0.5167rg. (AS5)

The resulting bound is displayed in the bottom panel of Figure Al.
This theoretical bound may be used to rule out the possibility that

30 Note that both @magn,min aNd Ymagn,min do not depend significantly on
Torb- For instance, {@magn,min> Ymagn,min} ~ {117°,104°} for rop, = 1075,
while these angles shift to ~ {121°, 121°} for rom, = 10 rg.

31 We expressed rog, as a function of uEep from Equation (A3), which may
be best fitted by a reciprocal power function. We also used the non-linear least
squares method to fit the coefficients, and resulting values are given at 95%
confidence level.
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Figure A1. Top panel: The minimum echo amplitude relative to the amplitude
of the primary GW signal min(+/ugp) assuming that the merging binary is
within a radial distance of 7o from the SMBH. Bottom panel: The minimum
distance of the merging binary from an SMBH for a given GW echo detection
amplitude /ugp relative to the primary GW.

104

any binary has been merged near an SMBH at a smaller radial dis-
tance from the SMBH than min(ryy,) for a measured relative echo
amplitude of /ugp.

Finally, similar to the y distribution (Section 2.2), the support of
the corresponding @, /g, and +/ugp distributions also shrinks as i
increases from O to /2. More precisely for the \/ug and /ugp dis-
tributions, the lower bound increases with i only if Ymax < Ymagn,min
or equivalently if i > 7 — Ymagn,min and decreases with i otherwise

as both /g and /uEp attain minima at Ymagn, min-

APPENDIX B: SIGNAL TIME DURATION IN THE
FREQUENCY BAND OF ADVANCED GW DETECTORS

We estimate the time 7,,q that the GW signals may spend in the
advanced GW detectors’ sensitive frequency band for BBH merg-
ers originating in AGN/BH disks and isotropic distributions around
SMBHs. We consider two scenarios regarding the eccentricity with
which inspiraling BBHs may enter the band: (i) quasi-circular BBHs
that are expected to form in AGN disks and KL-induced BBH merg-
ers in GNs (e.g. Antonini & Perets 2012; Hamers et al. 2018; Randall
& Xianyu 2018b; Fragione et al. 2019; Samsing et al. 2022; Tagawa
et al. 2021a) and (ii) eccentric BBHs that are expected to originate
mainly from the single-single GW capture channel in GNs (O’Leary
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et al. 2009; Gondan et al. 2018b; Gondan & Kocsis 2021) and also
in part from AGN disks and KL-induced BBH mergers in GNs.

The time duration that the GW signals of isolated quasi-circular
BBHs at cosmological redshift z spend in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA
band may be estimated using the leading-order estimate as

-5/3 fL 8/3
Thand = 587 f) M [1 - (E)
Mo,z -3 n A\ A ~8/3
~ 18.9sec (IOM@) (0.25) (ZOHZ ’ (B1)

where M; = Mmt,zny 5 is the redshifted chirp mass. Here, Mot and
Mo,z = (1+2) Mot are the intrinsic and redshifted total binary mass,
respectively, and n = mymy/(m; +m2)2 is the symmetric mass ratio.
We set the lower bound of the detection band to be fi, = 20 Hz based
on recent analyses in LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA searches (Abbott et al.
2021a), while the upper bound is the frequency at the innermost
stable circular orbit (ISCO) fisco = (6°/ 27thm,Z)_l. Note that
higher Post-Newtonian (PN) corrections beyond leading order affect
Thand Dy more than ~ 10% only in cases where Ty,,q < 3.4 sec. Figure
7 shows Tpanq as a function of component masses using the 1.5PN
calculation. 32 The white region in the figure corresponds to binaries
with fisco < 20 Hz. Clearly, quasi-circular BBHs typically spend a
few seconds in the aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA band above fj = 20 Hz.
In the case of highly eccentric BBHs, the GW signal may spend
up to hours in the band in the repeated burst phase®3. However, the
vast majority of the cumulative SNR of the inspiral signal arrives
typically within the final few minutes (e.g. ~ 50% within the final
minute) of the merger (Kocsis & Levin 2012; Gondan et al. 2018b),
even for fi = 10Hz. Generally, 7y,,q9 may reach a few minutes for
the lightest BBHSs for fi = 20 Hz based on Gondan et al. (2018b).
Note that additional effects such as gravitational and Doppler shift
can be neglected when estimating 7,,4; see Appendix C for details.

APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL EFFECTS

In addition to the deflection of GW rays considered in detail in
this paper, the SMBH may also influence the properties of the GW
source in other ways. These include the gravitational redshift and
Doppler shift (e.g. Chen et al. 2019; Chen 2021) and time delay
effects (the Shapiro and the Roemer delay, the geometric delay).3*
Following Chen (2021), we estimate the impact of these effects on
the physical parameters of GWs investigated in this paper, such as
the observed GW amplitude, 7y,n4, and 74. We denote the leading
order estimate of the observed GW amplitude of a merging binary

32 We estimate Tyang more accurately for quasi-circular BBHs by integrating
the frequency evolution equation including PN terms up to 1.5PN order
neglecting spin effects (e.g. Cutler et al. 1994). Generally, fisco sets an
upper limit for M by the condition fisco > fi, (i.e. Thang > 0), that is
Mt(]t < 220 M@ for ﬁ =20Hz.

33 To estimate Tpanq, we first determine the dimensionless pericenter dis-
tance pp20H; With which the GW frequency (fgw; Wen 2003) enters the
20 Hz frequency band, then determine Tpang by calculating the merger time
between pp, 20n, and the dimensionless pericenter distance characterizing the
last stable orbit by applying the Peters’ formula improved by Zwick et al.
(2020), which accounts for the eccentricity evolution and 1PN order effects.
We neglect higher PN order terms because the merger timescale is weakly
affected by these terms (Zwick et al. 2021).

34 Other effects such as peculiar acceleration of binaries around SMBHs and
the influence of gas affect more seriously the low-mass binaries in the LISA
band (e.g. Chen 2021, and references therein).

Astrophysical GW Echoes from Galactic Nuclei 19

without these additional effects but accounting for cosmological red-
shift zcos With hcos ~ (Mcos/DL,cos)(ﬂfcosMcos)2/3o For clarity,
we denote the cosmological redshift by z¢os in this section. Further-
more, feos = f/(1+ zcos) is the cosmological redshifted (observed)
GW frequency, D, cos = (1 + zcos)Dc is the luminosity distance
to the binary, and finally f and D¢ are the intrinsic (emitted) GW
frequency and the comoving distance, respectively.

Close to an SMBH, gravitational redshift also distorts a GW
signal causing additional time-dilation by the same factor for the
primary GW and the GW echo. The redshifted (observed) fre-
quency including both the cosmological and gravitational redshift
is fz = feos/(1 + Zgray). Similarly, the redshifted chirp mass is
Mz = (1 + zgrav)Mecos (e.g. Chen et al. 2019), where the gravi-
tational redshift is

s )—1/2

Torb

1+Zgrav:(1_ (C1)
This implies that the observed GW amplitude and the signal time
duration in the band are further distorted as & = (1 + zgray) Aicos and
(1 + Zgrav) Thand. respectively; see Section 2.3 for details. As seen,
gravitational redshift has a small impact on 4 which equals /o5 to
within < 5.5% for o, > 10 rg, which is marginal compared to the
factor of V3 variation caused by the intrinsic anisotropy of the GW
emission pattern (Section 2.1). Consequently, we neglected this effect
in our investigation. Similarly, the effect of gravitational redshift on
Thand 1S also negligible.

The Doppler shift may cause an additional observation direction-
dependent time-delay and amplification (Doppler beaming) if the
source is moving with respect to the lens and the observer. The effect
of Doppler shift can be characterized by the relativistic Doppler factor
1+ zgop = ¥(1 +v-n), where y = 1/V1 - v2 is the Lorentz factor,
and v is the velocity of the source. Finally, n is a unit vector tangent
to GW rays at the source, i.e. ep and eg in Figure 1 for the primary
signal and its echo, respectively. Thus, the observed GW amplitude
and the signal time duration in the band are further distorted as
(1+ zdop)hcos35 and (1 + zdop) Toand> respectively. 3 To estimate the
maximum effect of Doppler shift on both quantities, we note that
to date BBH mergers are expected to merge closest to an SMBH in
migration traps (Bellovary et al. 2016; Secunda et al. 2019, 2020,
2021), which may exist in slim disks even near the ISCO (Peng &
Chen 2021). Accordingly, the motion of BBHs merging closest to
an SMBH happen approximately on a circular orbit (v = /rs/2rq)
implying that to leading order 1 + z4op can be approximated as

s s
1+ s (C2)
2rorb ) ( 4rorm )

where cos ¢ is the cosine of the angle between v and n. We find
that Doppler shift causes a maximum of ~ 25% variation in Acos
at roiy = 10rg, and it drops relatively quickly with increasing g
(~ {12%, 7%} for roy, = {40rs,100rg}). Note that this effect is
still negligible compared to the V3 factor of variation due to the
anisotropic GW emission pattern. Furthermore, the same results ap-
ply for both 1,4 and 74. From these, we conclude that the effect of
the Doppler shift can also be neglected in our investigations.
Time-delay effects such as the Shapiro and the Roemer delay
together with the geometric delay occur in the weak field regime in
the first PN order when determining the coordinate time ¢ between

1+ 24op & (1 +cos{

35 See e.g. D’Orazio & Loeb (2020) for a detailed derivation.
36 See Gong et al. (2021); Yu & Chen (2021) for more detailed estimates for
sources close to the horizon.
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two spatial coordinates in a curved background geometry, e.g. near
a Schwarzschild BH (e.g. Shapiro 1964; Blandford & Teukolsky
1976; Lai & Rafikov 2005). Since we used a fully general relativistic
treatment to determine ¢ and thereby 74 in Section 2.3, these effects
are already incorporated in our investigations.

APPENDIX D: REGIMES FOR BBHS MERGING AROUND
SMBHS

In this section, we check the validity of our assumptions on the geo-
metric optics limit and the stationary-lens regime for BBH mergers
around SMBHs in Appendices D1 and D2, respectively.

D1 Geometric optics versus wave optics regime

GWs or EM waves passing near a BH are deflected or lensed (e.g.,
Schneider et al. 1992; Takahashi & Nakamura 2003). The geometric
optics and wave optics regimes are delineated by the parameter

MsmBH,z fow
106My 20Hz

(Takahashi & Nakamura 2003), where fow = fGw,source/(1 +z) is
the observer-frame frequency, and the normalization factor 20 Hz ac-
counts for the cutoff frequency upon detection of a binary merger in
recent exploratory analyses in LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA searches (Ab-
bott et al. 2021a). The wave-optics treatment asymptotes to the case
of geometrical optics in the y > 1 limit (i.e. in the short-wavelength
limit), in which case GWs travel on null geodesics of the curved
background geometry (i.e. near an SMBH) in exact analogy to light
waves (Isaacson 1968).

SMBH masses range from ~ 100Mg to ~ 1010Mg. Ac-
cordingly, Equation (D1) implies that GW sources observed by
aLIGO/AdV/KAGRA have y > 102 if lensed by SMBHs. Specifi-
cally for AGNSs, the vast majority of SMBHs have masses between
~ 10°Mg and ~ 108 Mg (Greene & Ho 2007), indicating that
X 2 103. From these results, we conclude that these sources are
typically in the short-wavelength limit. Thereby, GWs propagate in
approximately the same way near SMBHs as light rays.

Note that interference effects may become significant only in spe-
cial configurations for sources that happen to be close to the line-of-
sight behind or in front of the SMBH (Kocsis 2013). We conserva-
tively neglected this effect in our investigations.

x = 8nMsvH, . faw = 2.4 % 10° (D1)

D2 Lensing regimes

Three different lensing regimes can be delineated based upon the mo-
tion of the GW source with respect to the SMBH lens over its observ-
able lifetime 7y, for circular orbits around the SMBH (D’Orazio &
Loeb 2020):

e the repeating-lens regime: 1/ forp S Tphands
e the slowly-moving lens regime: Tpand = Tiens> 1/ forb 2 Thand»
o the stationary-lens regime: 1/ forp 2 Thand and Tpand < Tiens-

Here, f,p is the orbital period of the GW source around the SMBH
in the observer’s frame. Furthermore, 7jepg is the time for the source

to cross the Einstein radius of the lens Tjepg = r;:"i';‘l’: /Vorb, Where

r]‘%’l?l’; = \J4AMsMBH, 2" orb Sin i is the Einstein radius when the source
is directly behind the lens, v is the orbital velocity of the source

around the lens, and 7 is the inclination of the binary plane around
the SMBH to the line-of-sight (D’Orazio & Di Stefano 2018). Note
that redshift effects cancel out for the ratio of timescales. Since both
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1/ forb and Tieng increase for larger distances, while Ty, is fixed,
merger events far from the SMBH are well in the stationary-lens
regime in LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA searches. Here, we examine sources
in close proximity to the SMBHS to determine where the stationary-
lens approximation breaks down. We estimate the fraction of merging
BBHs in the stationary-lens regime for two separate cases due to the
distinct My and 7o, ranges, one in which BBHs merge in AGN
disks and one in which they merge in GNs.

First, the vast majority of SMBH masses of AGN disks lie between
~ 100 Mg and ~ 108 Mg (Greene & Ho 2007). Here we focus on
the hypothetical migration traps in slim disks as BBH mergers may
merge closest to the SMBH in this channel (even near the ISCO; Peng
& Chen 2021) among other merger channels in AGNs (see the Intro-
duction). In this paper, we examine rq4, > 10 rg and assume circular
orbits around the SMBH. As the eccentricity of the binary thermal-
izes due to binary-single interactions in AGN disks (especially in
slim disks; Samsing et al. 2022; Tagawa et al. 2021a), we assume
Thand < 2min as an upper limit, which corresponds to the lightest
BBH mergers on highly eccentric orbits, and 7,y is significantly
lower for BBH mergers with either lower eccentricities or higher
masses (Appendix B, and references therein). Most BBH mergers in
migration traps may be higher mass BHs (Secunda et al. 2020). The
developed MC routine implements the following steps to estimate
the fraction of BBH mergers in the stationary-lens regime. (i) We
first draw 10° Mo < Msypy < 108 Mg and 107g < rop, < 10* g
and sin i values from a uniform distribution between [—1, 1] (Section
2.2). (ii) Next, we calculate 1/ f,1,, and calculate the corresponding
Tlens Value to each i in the MC sample. (iii) Finally, we determine
the fraction of BBHs in the stationary-lens regime using the rela-
tions introduced between the timescales {1/ forb> Thands Tlens }- We
find that ~ 90% of mergers lies in the stationary-lens regime even for
the lowest 7o, and Mgy values and for 7,59 = 2 min, and this
fraction increases steeply for higher Mgyvpy and rq, and for lower
Thand- Here we note that the mergers outside of the stationary-lens
regime are located aty ~ {0, 7}. We conclude that the stationary-lens
approximation is typically applicable for this study.

Now we consider GN hosts with 10° Mg < MgvBH < 101" M.
To estimate the lower bound of the fraction of sources in the
stationary-lens regime, we focus on the single-single GW capture
channel in which BBHs form closest to the SMBH, typically outside
of a few hundred rg for standard models of mass segregation (e.g.
O’Leary et al. 2009; Gondan et al. 2018a; Gondédn & Kocsis 2021).
Note that BBH mergers in the single-single capture channel may form
closer to the SMBH than a few hundred rg for strong mass segre-
gation. However, in this case, high-mass BBHs dominate the merger
rates, and among them, the most massive ones are located closest
to the SMBH, for which ty,,q is much lower. Repeating the above
analysis, we find that more than 90% of binaries are in the stationary-
lens regime for {MsMBH, 7orbs Thand} = {105 Mg, 100 rg, 2 min},
and this fraction becomes much higher for higher Msygy or 7o OF
for lower Tp,p4. We conclude that the stationary-lens approximation
is typically justified for BBH mergers in GNs.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/I&TEX file prepared by the author.
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