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Abstract. The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) is a future space-based
gravitational wave (GW) detector designed to be sensitive to sources radiating in
the low frequency regime (0.1 mHz to 1 Hz). LISA’s interferometer signals will be
dominated by laser frequency noise which has to be suppressed by about 7 orders of
magnitude using an algorithm called Time-Delay Interferometry (TDI). Arm locking
has been proposed to reduce the laser frequency noise by a few orders of magnitude to
reduce the potential risks associated with TDI. In this paper, we present an updated
performance model for arm locking for the new LISA mission using 2.5 Gm arm lengths,
the currently assumed clock noise, spacecraft motion based on LISA Pathfinder data
and shot noise. We also update the Doppler frequency pulling estimates during lock
acquisition.
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1. Introduction
The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [1] will be the first dedicated spacebased gravitational wave observatory. It is scheduled to be launched in the 2030s and
will target the 0.1 mHz to 1 Hz frequency range, opening a window that is believed to be
unobservable with current and future ground-based observatories such as LIGO [2, 3],
VIRGO [4, 5], KAGRA [6, 7], GEO600 [8, 9], ET [10] or the Cosmic Explorer [11].
LISA consists of three spacecraft oriented in an approximate equilateral triangle with
2.5 Gm arm length. Each spacecraft hosts a pair of free-falling test masses and a pair of
lasers inside a movable optical sub-assembly (MOSA). Hence, there are two laser links
between each pair of spacecraft (six inter-spacecraft links in total). In order to detect
GW with characteristic strain of O(10−21 ) , all inter-test mass optical path lengths must
ultimately be measured to picometer accuracy.
LISA will not only be the largest laser interferometer ever built but also the one
with the largest arm length difference of up to 35 000 km. It is also one of the most
dynamic interferometer with relative test mass velocities of around ±10 m/s resulting
in Doppler shifts of up to ±10 MHz for the 1.064 µm laser wavelength [1]. As with all
interferometers, the arm length difference increases the interferometer’s susceptibility to
laser frequency noise, which LISA overcomes by employing Time-delay Interferometry
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(TDI) [12]. TDI uses linear combinations of time shifted interferometer signals to
synthesize an artificial (near-) equal arm interferometer in post-processing.
The first generation TDI (TDI 1.0) assumed a static arm length mismatch [13].
This led to simple requirements on the allowed residual frequency noise, δν, for a given
uncertainty, ∆L, of the arm length mismatch:
δl
(1)
δν = ν
∆L
where δl is the interferometer sensitivity. In TDI, ∆L translates into an uncertainty of
how much the interferometer signals have to be time shifted to cancel laser frequency
noise. Soon after it was realized that changes in ∆L during the 8.3 seconds light travel
time in each arm add to the uncertainty in ∆L [12] and tighten the resulting laser
frequency noise requirement in terms of amplitude spectral density (ASD):
s

4
2.8 mHz
Hz
f
√ ,
(2)
δν TDI 1.0 (f ) < 1.7 × 1 +
f
Hz
which is challenging to guarantee using a local frequency reference. LISA is expected to
use the second generation TDI (TDI 2.0) [12], which uses essentially two time-shifted
TDI 1.0 combinations to compensate for the arm length changes during the light travel
time. The resulting requirement on laser frequency noise for TDI 2.0 is:
s

4
2.8 mHz
Hz
f
√
δν TDI 2.0 (f ) < 282 × 1 +
(3)
f
Hz
assuming a ranging uncertainty of ∆L < 1 m.
The current laser frequency noise requirement has been set to [14]:
s

4
2.8
mHz
Hz
fReq. (f ) < 30 × 1 +
√
δν
f
Hz

(4)

to keep some margin while the current best estimate (CBE) [15] for the laser frequency
stabilization system is:



2 !3/4
f
1
mHz
Hz
fCBE (f ) ≈ 0.4
√ .
δν
1+
(5)
1 Hz
f
Hz
The requirements for TDI 1.0, TDI 2.0, the LISA requirement and the CBE are plotted
in Fig 1. While the CBE nearly meets the TDI 1.0 requirements, the project requirement
fReq. requires to use TDI 2.0. In both cases, LISA relies on seven to eight orders of
δν
common mode rejection of laser frequency noise to reach design sensitivity.
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Figure 1: TDI, LISA laser frequency noise requirements and CBE laser noise model
Arm locking [16] has been proposed to further reduce the laser frequency noise by
using the LISA arms as frequency references. Within the LISA measurement band, the
LISA arms are, by virtue of their free falling end points the best frequency references
available. However, the long light travel times and the relative motion of the end points
require tailored sensor and controller designs which have been developed during the first
decade of this century for the original 5 Gm LISA mission. This has been summarized
very well in [17, 18]. In this paper, we apply the lessons learned to the new LISA design
with its shorter arms, different orbits, improved clock noise, and LISA Pathfinder (LPF)
based model for the residual spacecraft motion to supply a baseline for follow up studies.
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 briefly reviews arm locking, the
challenges involved in the arm locking sensor and controller design and how clock noise,
shot noise and residual spacecraft motion is included in the model (see [17, 18] for
a detailed study). Section 3 discusses the new LISA mission parameters and noise
ASDs that are relevant to the arm locking performance. In addition, changes in the
controller design and the averaging time for the initial Doppler estimates are presented
considering the new LISA parameters. Section 4 contains the calculations for the
new LISA arm locking noise performance and the Doppler frequency pulling transient.
Section 5 discusses the implications and future prospects.
2. Arm locking review
Arm locking was originally proposed by Sheard et al. in 2003 [16]). The idea was to
take advantage of the phase lock loop (PLL) between two spacecraft and use the interspacecraft phasemeter measurement as feedback to correct the laser frequency. This is
sketched in FIG [2] where the frequency of the laser on spacecraft 1 is locked to the
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distance between spacecraft 1 and spacecraft 3. This frequency stabilization scheme,
now known as single arm locking, is essentially a Mach-Zehnder frequency stabilization scheme with one sub-meter scale arm on the optical bench and one very long arm
(τ13 ≈ 16.6 seconds, round trip) which also changes its length at a rate of a few meter
per second but is extremely stable in the LISA band.

Figure 2: Arm locking scheme (left) and equivalent control loop diagram (right)
The noise suppression achieved is given by the magnitude of the closed loop transfer
function in the Laplace domain TCL (s) (where s = iω = 2πif ):
|TCL (s)| =

1
φO1 (s)
=
φL1 (s)
1 + G(s)P13 (s)

(6)

where P13 (s) = 1 − exp (−sτ13 ) is the arm transfer function and G(s) is the arm locking
controller.
From eqn 6, it is evident high controller gain is desired throughout the LISA science
band for achieving high noise rejection. From the Bode plot (Fig 3), we see that the
single arm transfer function has zero response at DC and multiples of the free spectral
range c/2L. Additionally, these null frequencies have phase discontinuities where the
phase changes from π/2 to −π/2 rad. Together with any suitable controller, the open
loop transfer function G(s)P13 (s) will cross unity gain just before and after each null
within the nominal controller bandwidth (e.g. frequencies where G(s) > 1). The additional frequency dependency of the controller adds an additional phase loss which can
lead to unity gain oscillations if the phase loss reaches 180 degrees. The solution first
proposed in [16] is to use a controller with a slope of G(s) = √1s in order to maintain a
phase margin from 180 degrees at these unity gain frequencies.
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Figure 3: Bode plot of the single arm sensor.
In addition to the constraints on the controller slope, the controller gain is also
restricted by the Doppler frequency pulling. Relative motion between spacecraft imparts
a Doppler frequency shift on the transponded beam. This Doppler frequency shift
cannot be estimated and subtracted accurately in real time. In order to maintain the
desired heterodyne beatnote frequency, the Doppler estimation error is compensated by
changing the local laser frequency. Hence, the Doppler error adds to the laser frequency
after every round trip light travel time. In other words, for single arm locking the drift

rate dνdtCL of the laser frequency scales by the Doppler error ∆νDE and the inverse of
the round trip light travel time:
dνCL (t)
∆νDE
=
YGsingle (t)
dt
τ13

(7)

where YGsingle (t) is a controller dependent function. Large drifts in this local laser frequency (and consequently the transponder laser frequencies) will lead to mode-hops and
failures of the frequency control system.

2.1. Arm locking sensor design
Following the work by Sheard et al. [16], there have been several works ([19] [18],[17])
on optimizing arm locking by constructing a sensor signal using frequency dependent
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linear combinations of signals from both arms. This resulted in sensor signals that allow
for more aggressive controllers. We continue on the work done by McKenzie et al. [17]
and use the modified dual arm locking (MDAL) sensor, which can be expressed as a
combination of the common and differential arm transfer function:
PM (s) = P+ (s)H+ (s) + P− (s)H− (s)

(8)

where P+ (s) = P12 (s) + P13 (s) and P− (s) = P12 (s) − P13 (s) are the common and differential arm transfer functions with H+ (s) and H− (s) being their respective frequency
dependent weight factors (see section 3.1). Figure 4 contains the Bode plot of this sensor
along with the common and differential arm components. We see that the sensor nulls
are pushed to higher frequencies which guarantees no unity gain frequencies in the LISA
science band and allows the use of a far more aggressive controller (compared to single
arm locking) at low frequencies to ramp up the low frequency gain.
Additionally, we note that the sensor magnitude is dominated by the common arm
at low frequencies and the differential arm has zero response at DC. This ensures that
the Doppler frequency pulling scales as the inverse of the average round trip light travel
time 1/τ̄ as opposed to the inverse of the differential time delay 1/∆τ for the differential
arm sensor. Similar to Eq. 7 the Doppler frequency pulling rate for modified dual arm
locking is :
∆νDE
dνCL (t)
≈
YGMDAL (t)
(9)
dt
τ̄
YGMDAL (t) is a controller dependent function. As done in [17] we use an AC coupled
controller which introduces damping in YGMDAL (t)
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Figure 4: Bode plots for the modified dual arm locking sensor with the arm length
mismatch of ∆τ = 62 ms. The magnitude plot also includes contributions of the common
and differential arm components.
2.2. Doppler frequency pulling at lock acquisition and arm locking controller design
In this section, we study the Doppler frequency pulling response at lock acquisition
since it further restricts the controller design. Figure 5 shows the block diagram of the
system. The Doppler errors for both arms, νDE12 and νDE13 , enter at both phasemeter
channels and lead to the laser frequency pulling response within the modified dual arm
sensor.

Figure 5: Schematic of the Doppler frequency error in the modified dual arm locking
control loop.
Before arm locking is engaged, a measurement of the Doppler shift and its
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derivatives will be made from the averaged phasemeter readout. At lock acquisition,
these estimates will be subtracted out from the phasemeter measurement. Hence,
the measurement errors in the initial zeroth, first, and second Doppler derivatives
(henceforth denoted by ν0 , γ0 and α0 , respectively) lead to a time varying Doppler error
α0ij 2
t.
(10)
∆νDEij (t) ≈ ν0ij + γ0ij t +
2
The Doppler pulling of the laser frequency at lock acquisition is given by the step
response of the arm locking control loop. This response is split as a sum of the three
Doppler derivative contributions and is given by:

G(s)
(H+ (s)ν0+ + H− (s)ν0− )
νCL (t) = L
(1 + G(s)PM (s))s


G(s)
−1
+L
(H+ (s)γ0+ + H− (s)γ0− )
(1 + G(s)PM (s))s2


G(s)
−1
+L
(H+ (s)α0+ + H− (s)α0− )
(1 + G(s)PM (s))2s3
−1



(11)

where L−1 denotes the inverse Laplace transform and the subscripts 0 +0 and 0 −0 represent
the common and differential Doppler derivative errors:
ν0± = ν12 ± ν13

(12)

γ0± = γ12 ± γ13

(13)

α0± = α12 ± α13

(14)

Equation 11 shows that using an ideal constant infinite gain controller, would lead to a
steep power-law ramp-up in the laser frequency O(GHz) in the first 12 days assuming
Doppler estimates corresponding to 200 seconds averaging window (table 2)). In order
to dampen this frequency pulling the controller used in [17] is AC coupled with a series
of high pass filters at frequencies below the LISA band. We use a controller with the
same parametric form but tailor the poles and zeros to optimize the noise performance
and the Doppler pulling for the new LISA mission (see section 3.4)
In summary, the controller must be i) AC coupled in order to dampen the Doppler
frequency pulling; ii) Have high gain in the LISA band to achieve maximum noise suppression; iii) Have a roll off at frequencies above the LISA band that ensures maximum
bandwidth by avoiding unity gain frequencies when the phase is close to 180◦ .

2.3. Other noise sources
In addition to the laser’s intrinsic frequency noise we need to account for other noise
sources that contribute to the sensor signals. As a result of not being suppressed in loop,
these noise sources ultimately place a lower bound on the arm locking noise performance.
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The dominant noise sources are clock noise, shot noise, and noise induced from spacecraft
motion (see Fig 6 ).

Figure 6: Arm locking control loop including clock noise, shot noise and spacecraft
motion contributions
Solving the arm locking loop dynamics [17], we can calculate the stabilized output
frequency noise in terms of the arm locking sensor, arm locking controller, the input
laser frequency noise (φL1 (s)) and the external noise contributions:

φO1 (s) =



φL1 (s)
G(s)
→
−
−→ −→ −→
−
S · NC + NX + NS
1 + G(s)PM (s) 1 + G(s)PM (s)

(15)

where

φS12 (s) + φS21 (s)e−sτ21
φS (s) + φS31 (s)e−sτ31
 13

φC12 + φC21 (s)e−sτ21
−→
NC =
φC + φC31 (s)e−sτ31
 13

−φX12 (1 + e−sτ2 ) − 2φX21 (s)e−sτ21
−→
NX =
−φX13 (1 + e−sτ3 ) − 2φX31 (s)e−sτ31


H+ (s)
→
−
S =
H− (s)
−→
NS =



(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
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φSij , φCij and φXij are the (mutually independent) shot noise, clock noise and spacecraft
motion terms coupled to laser frequency of the beam travelling from SCi to SCj .

3. New LISA mission parameters and noise ASDs
In this section we specify new LISA mission parameters, noise ASDs, and initial Doppler
estimation errors that we assume for computing the arm locking noise performance and
the Doppler frequency pulling using Eqs. 15 and 11 respectively.
3.1. Modified dual arm sensor parameters
The modified dual arm sensor is constructed as a combination of the common and
differential arm sensor as shown in Eq.8. All four terms in this equation are characterized
by the average round trip light travel time (τ̄ ) and the differential light travel time (∆τ ).
The frequency-dependent coefficients are constructed out of the filters given in table 1‡:


ga gb (s + zb )
s(s + pb )


H+ (s) = H+LPF (s) + H+HPF (s) =

gf gg s4 (s + zg )
H− (s) =
s(s + pc )(s + pd )(s + pe )2
Filter
H+LP F (s)
H+HP F (s)
H− (s)

Zeroes
zb = 2π × 5/(13τ̄ )
zc = 0, zd = 0, ze = 0
zc , zd , ze ,zg = 2π × 10/∆τ




+

s4
(s + pc )(s + pd )(s + pe )2


(20)
(21)

Poles
Gain
−1
pa = 0, pb = 2π × 5/(2τ̄ )
ga = τ̄ , gb = pb /zb
pc = 7/(5τ̄ ), pd = 11/(20τ̄ ), pe = 2π/(90τ̄ )
gc = gd = ge = 1
pc , pd , pe , pf = 0,
gf = ∆τ −1
pg = 2π × 0.1394/∆τ ,ph = 2π × 5/(2∆τ )
gg = pg ph /zg

Table 1: Filters that enter the modified dual arm locking sensor

H+ is essentially constructed as a sum of a low pass H+LPF and a unity gain high
pass filter H+HPF while H− is essentially a band pass filter as shown in Fig. 7.

‡ Note that these definitions are equivalent to the ones used by [17]
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Figure 7: Frequency dependent weighting factors of the common and differential arm
sensor for modified dual arm locking.
The quantities τ̄ and ∆τ dynamically change over the mission duration Fig 8). For
our analysis we choose τ̄ = 16.6 seconds and ∆τ = 62 ms which are nominal values over
the mission duration.

Figure 8: Variation in ∆τ over mission timescale. The blue, red and green traces
correspond to cases with SC1 , SC2 and SC3 being primary spacecraft, respectively. The
plots are derived from the orbit simulation [20].
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3.2. Noise ASDs
In this sub-section, we give an overview and approximate ASDs of the significant noise
sources that enter the arm locking loop. The input cavity stabilized laser frequency
e req (f ) in Eq.4).
noise is assumed to be the LISA requirement curve (i.e. φL1 (f ) = δν
From [21], the current value of the fractional frequency fluctuations of the USO is
given by
s
1 Hz 1
√
(22)
y(f ) = 8.2 × 10−14
f
Hz
which is 1.5 orders of magnitude better than the value assumed for the original LISA
mission. The clock induced laser frequency noise scales with the beatnote frequency
(∆ij ) and is given by:
φCij (f ) = ∆ij y(f )

(23)

We assume ∆12 = 14 MHz and ∆13 = 15 MHz as the ”worst case” scenario for computing the net clock noise vector Nc in Eq.6
The shot noise is given in terms of incident light power PD by:
s




f
(hc/λ)
f
Hz
µHz
√
√
φSij (f ) =
= 10
Pd
1 Hz
1 Hz
Hz
Hz

(24)

Finally, we model the spacecraft motion (Fig 9) to conservatively fit the residual
acceleration noise ASD of the LISA Pathfinder mission (grey trace in Fig 10 of [22]):
r
2 4.5

1 mHz

0.5
f
 1+

1
Hz
ms−2
1/2
−10 

√
Sa (f ) . 6.87 × 10  r
(25)

2 
f
Hz
1 + 30 mHz
f
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Figure 9: Modelled acceleration noise based on LISA Path Finder data
The corresponding frequency noise is given by:
1/2

Sa (f ) Hz
√
φXij (f ) =
2πf λ Hz

(26)

where λ is the laser wavelength.
3.3. Errors in estimates of initial Doppler shift and its derivatives
We follow the Doppler measurement concept used by [17] to estimate the initial
Doppler shift and its derivatives. The error in these measurements for a given LISA
arm, is the standard deviation of the measured beat frequency between the local and
the transponded light from the far spacecraft and its derivatives. We use 3 stages
of averaging for estimating the errors zeroth, first, and second Doppler derivative
measurements. These expressions for an averaging window size of T seconds are given
by :
sZ
∞
ν0ij = 2
φ2L1 (f )sinc6 (f T ) sin2 (πf τij )df
(27)
0

γ0ij

sZ
=2

∞

(2πf )2 φ2L1 (f )sinc6 (f T ) sin2 (πf τij )df

(28)

(2πf )4 φ2L1 (f )sinc6 (f T ) sin2 (πf τij )df

(29)

0

α0ij

sZ
=2

∞

0

The corresponding common and differential Doppler errors for averaging windows of
T = 200 seconds and T = 40000 seconds are given in table 2.
One caveat when estimating the Doppler error is that if the estimated error made by the
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measurement is greater than the Doppler estimate given by the orbit simulation [20],
we do not subtract the measured Doppler estimate. The residual Doppler error is then
taken to be the value given by the orbit data (denoted by * in table 2).

ν0+
ν0−
γ0+
γ0−
α0+
α0−

Averaging Time Window T
200 seconds
40000 seconds
6.88 Hz
4.89 mHz
−0.04 Hz
−2.89 × 10−2 mHz
13.08 mHz/s
1.96 µHz/s
−2
7.71 × 10 mHz/s −1.15 × 10−2 µHz/s
−0.24 µHz/s2 ∗
8.43 × 10−1 nHz/s2
−0.12 µHz/s2 ∗
−4.98pHz/s2

Table 2: Initial errors in Doppler estimates and its derivatives for a laser prestabilized
to the LISA requirement, using 200 seconds and 40000 seconds averaging windows

3.4. Controller poles and zeros
The arm locking controller takes the parametric form:
!

3 

5
9
X
1
g5k
g1 s
g2 s
g3 (s + z3 )
g4
G(s) =
+
(30)
2 s + p1
s + p2
s + p3
(s + p41 )(s + p42 ) k=1 s + p5k
The arm locking open loop response is given in terms of the arm sensor, controller
and system delays (τsys = 17.6 µs [17])by:
GO (s) = G(s)PM (s) exp(−isτsys )

(31)

The response essentially has four high pass filters for AC coupling below the LISA band
followed by a transition to a high constant gain phase O(105 ) in the LISA science band
and a f −0.66 roll off at frequencies beyond O(1 Hz). Additionally, the plot shows that
we are able to maintain a phase margin of 30◦ from 180◦ at unity gain frequencies below
≈ 5 kHz which defines our arm locking bandwidth.
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Figure 10: Modified dual arm open loop Bode plot
Comparing our controller poles and zeros to the ones used in [17], we see that the
higher frequency poles, i.e, (p3 , p41 , p42 , p51 . . . p59 ) have been scaled by a factor of 2 to
account for the arm lengths being half of the original LISA mission. The amplitude and
decay time Doppler frequency pulling transient (Fig. 11 )is characterized by the four
high pass filters, the lower unity gain frequency and the zero of the band pass filters in
Eq. 30 (i.e., by p1 , p2 , p3 , z3 , andfUG ).

Let τdecay represent the characteristic decay time of the Doppler pulling transient
and An represent the magnitude of the transient contribution by the nth Doppler
derivative. It can be shown that for the same initial Doppler error estimates, the
transformation
(p1 , p2 , p3 , z3 , fUG ) −→ β(p1 , p2 , p3 , z3 , fUG )

(32)

τdecay −→ τdecay /β

(33)

leads to

An

−→ An /β n+1

(34)

Thus, while scaling down these poles and zeros increases the controller gain, it worsens
the Doppler frequency pulling characteristics. With this in mind we chose to scale
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(p1 , p2 , p3 , z3 , fUG ) by β = 2/3. This choice ensures that the arm locking output (eqn15)
is not limited by the controller gain in the 3 mHz − 300 mHz band.
Zeros (Hz)
z1 = 0

Poles (Hz)
p1 = 2π × 1.6 × 10−7

z2 = 0

p2 = 2π × 420 × 10−6
−6

z3 = 2π × 73.2 × 10

−6

p3 = 2π × 370 × 10
p41 = 2π × 6 × 10−3
p42 = 2π × 576 × 10−3
p51 = 2π × 6 × 10−3
p52 = 2π × 6 × 10−2
p53 = 2π × 6 × 10−1
p54 = 2π × 6
p55 = 2π × 6 × 101
p56 = 2π × 6 × 102
p57 = 2π × 6 × 103
p58 = 2π × 6 × 104
p59 = 2π × 6 × 105

g2 =

Gain
g1 = 1

0.95
p
2πfUG 2



fUG = 3.2 µHz
g3 = p3 /z3
g4 = p41 p42
g51 = 1.3 × 10−3
g52 = 3.7 × 10−3
g53 = 4.2 × 10−3
g54 = 16 × 10−3
g55 = 30 × 10−3
g56 = 69 × 10−3
g57 = 0.11
g58 = 0.33
g59 = 0.7

Table 3: Modified dual arm locking controller design

4. Modified dual arm locking noise performance for the new LISA mission
We now have all the tools to calculate the Doppler pulling and the noise suppression
achieved by the modified dual arm locking control loop. Figure 11 shows the
Doppler frequency pulling transients for initial Doppler measurements made with
200 s and 40000 s averaging windows. We see that for 200 s averaging window, the control
system is required to accommodate a laser frequency to drift of about 4.5 MHz in 5
days. Increasing the Doppler estimation averaging to 40000 s relaxes this requirement
to about 16 kHz in 5 days. Significant improvement in the Doppler pulling performance
is seen once the averaging window is large enough O(104 ) seconds to make the Doppler
measurement of the second derivative (α0+ ) more precise than the value given by the
orbit model.
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Figure 11: Doppler frequency pulling of laser pre-stabilized to the LISA requirement
(Eq.4) with T = 200 seconds (left) and T = 40000 seconds (right) averaging windows.
The three traces correspond to contributions from the errors in the zeroth (blue), first
(orange) and second (green) Doppler derivative estimation.
The corresponding modified dual arm locking noise performance is plotted in Fig.
12. We see that the arm locking stabilized laser frequency noise is far better than
the CBE and also meets the requirement for TDI 1.0. With the input laser noise
prestabilized to the LISA requirement (Eq.4), we are limited by spacecraft motion in
the 3 mHz < f < 300 mHz frequency band , clock noise in the 1 mHz < f < 2 mHz band
and by residual laser frequency noise in the f < 1 mHz and f > 300 mHz bands. The
noise suppression ranges from O(104 ) in the 0.1 mHz < f < 4 mHz frequency band to
O(102 ) in the f > 10 mHz frequency band. Additionally, with the CBE cavity stabilized
laser input, we are only gain limited at frequencies f < 0.3 mHz .
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Figure 12: Modified dual arm locking noise performance with ∆τ = 62 ms (Eq.15).
The total suppressed noise is plotted along with the individual contributions from the
residual laser frequency noise, clock noise, shot noise and spacecraft motion. All traces
are compared with TDI requirements, LISA requirements and the CBE cavity stabilized
laser.
Using the the LISA orbit data, we also plot the modified dual arm locking noise
curves for 2 years of the new LISA mission at f = 3 mHz in Fig. 13. The top panel
and the bottom left plot are plots corresponding to the 3 cases of SC1, SC2 and SC3
being the primary spacecraft √
respectively. At this frequency, we are dominated by the
−2
spacecraft motion at 10 Hz/ Hz for a significant part of the mission.
√ This, similar to
4
Fig. 12, corresponds to a noise suppression of O(10 ) from the 30 Hz/ Hz pre-stabilized
input laser frequency noise model. The only times at which the noise level goes above
the TDI requirement are times at which ∆τ ≈ 0. Physically, these are times at which
1
the differential arm has zero response, which forces a singularity in the integrator ( s∆τ
)
used to generate the arm response (Eq. 21)and hence causes large amplifications in clock
noise, shot noise and spacecraft motion terms. We see that these times are different for
the 3 different configurations. Hence, as shown in the bottom right plot of Fig. 13,
allowing the switching of the primary spacecraft will enable us to maximize the value
of ∆τ and hence optimize the noise performance.
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Figure 13: Residual laser frequency noise (magenta), spacecraft motion (red), clock noise
(blue), shot noise (green) and the cumulative noise (black) performance of modified dual
arm locking sensors measured at 3 mHz over the first 2 years of the new LISA mission.
The plots in the top panel and the bottom left one correspond to SC1 , SC2 , SC3 being
the primary spacecraft respectively. The bottom right plot is the performance obtained
by enabling the switch of primary spacecraft for optimum ∆τ values. All curves are
compared to the TDI 2.0 requirement at 3 mHz (light blue).
5. Conclusion
To summarize, following the footsteps of McKenzie et.al [17], we have estimated the
modified dual arm locking noise performance for the new LISA mission. The new developments compared to [17] are the shorter arms, improved new clock noise levels and
a new model for the spaceraft motion based on LISA Pathfinder data. In this work, we
assume a cavity stabilized input laser noise and we tweak the controller design proposed
by [17] to have more gain in the LISA band, by lowering the lower unity gain frequency.
Doing so does worsen the Doppler frequency pulling rate but this new frequency pulling
rate is still within the acceptable bounds of laser tuning range. In order to significantly
improve the Doppler pulling characteristics at lock acquisition without sacrificing the
gain in the LISA band, we also propose to increase the averaging time window for the
initial Doppler estimate from T = 200 seconds to T ≈ 40000 seconds.
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