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ABSTRACT
Pre-merger gravitational-wave (GW) sky-localisation of binary neutron star (BNS) and neutron star black hole
(NSBH) coalescence events, would enable telescopes to capture precursors and electromagnetic (EM) emis-
sions around the time of the merger. We propose a novel astrophysical scenario that could provide early-
warning times of hours to days before coalescence with sub-arcsecond localisation, provided that these events
are gravitationally lensed. The key idea is that if the BNS/NSBH is lensed, then so must the host galaxy identi-
fied via the EM counterpart. From the angular separation of the lensed host galaxy images, as well as its redshift
and the (foreground) lens redshift, we demonstrate that we can predict the time delays assuming a standard lens
model. Encouraged by the non-trivial upper limits on the detection rates of lensed BNS/NSBH mergers that
we estimate for upcoming observing runs of the LIGO-Virgo-Kagra and third generation networks, we assess
the feasibility and benefits of our method. To that end, we study the effect of limited angular resolution of the
telescopes on our ability to predict the time delays. We find that with an angular resolution of 0.05′′, we can
predict time delays of > 1 day with 1σ error-bar of O(hours) at best. We also construct realistic time delay
distributions of detectable lensed BNSs/NSBHs to forecast the early-warning times we might expect in the
observing scenarios we consider.
Keywords: Gravitational Waves, Gravitational Lensing, Multi-Messenger Astronomy

1. BACKGROUND

Multi-messenger astronomy involving gravitational-waves
(GWs) arrived with the GW detection of binary neutron star
(BNS) merger GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017a) by the LIGO–
Virgo (Aasi et al. 2015; Acernese et al. 2014) network of de-
tectors, and the extensive electromagnetic (EM) follow-up by
telescopes worldwide (Abbott et al. 2017b).

While the success of GW170817 cannot be underplayed
(see, e.g. Stratta & Pannarale 2022, for a review), there was
nevertheless a delay between the occurrence of the corre-
sponding GW event, and the subsequent EM follow-up (Ab-
bott et al. 2017b). As a result, certain pre-merger (see, e.g.
Tsang et al. 2012; Most & Philippov 2020), merger and post-
merger EM emissions (see, e.g. Siegel & Ciolfi 2016a,b) may
have been missed. A possible way to capture these emissions
is to alert telescopes sufficiently early in the inspiral of the
binary so that they can scan a well localised patch of the sky
prior to the merger.

Current matched-filter-based GW early-warning methods
rely on accumulating adequate signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) be-
fore the merger of the binary to allow for its prompt detec-
tion and sky-localisation (Cannon et al. 2012). BNS events
are especially amenable to this method; their smaller masses
– compared to binary black holes (BBHs) and neutron-star
black hole (NSBH) binaries – allow them to spend a relatively
longer time in the frequency band of the LIGO–Virgo detec-
tors.

Nevertheless, the typical early-warning times that can be
expected for BNSs in LIGO–Virgo’s (and Kagra’s (Akutsu

†sourabh.magare@iucaa.in
‡shasvath.kapadia@iucaa.in

et al. 2020, 2021)) next observing run (O4) is ∼ 10 seconds
(Sachdev et al. 2020; Magee et al. 2021; Nitz et al. 2020), cor-
responding to a localisation sky area of O(100) sq. deg. Us-
ing an approximate triangulation-based localisation method
(Fairhurst 2009, 2011), we estimate that this early-warning
time increases to ∼ 30 seconds in O5 1 (Abbott et al. 2018),
and ∼ 1 min in the Voyager (Adhikari et al. 2018) scenario.
Such early-warning times might not be adequate for tele-
scopes to capture precursors, or even EM emissions surround-
ing the merger.

Prospects are even less optimistic for NSBH systems, a
fraction of which are expected to be EM-Bright (Foucart
2012), depending on the equation of state of the NS and the
spin of the BH. Their heavier masses make them spend an
even smaller time in-band, which makes pre-merger alerts for
their coalescence more challenging. The in-band time can ef-
fectively be stretched, for certain NSBH configurations, by
the inclusion of higher-harmonics of GW radiation in real-
time searches (Kapadia et al. 2020; Singh et al. 2021, 2022).
But this provides an improvement of a factor of a few at best
in early-warning time 2 – which is still likely to be insufficient
to capture merger emissions and precursors.

2. EARLY-WARNING WITH LENSING

In this work, we envisage a novel astrophysical scenario
that could enable early-warning times of hours to days, with a
sub-arcsecond sky localisation, involving gravitational lens-
ing. The method relies on a simple idea: if the BNS or

1 See also (Nitz et al. 2020) for more detailed pre-merger localisation esti-
mates in O5.

2 If the NSBH is precessing, an additional O(10) sec of early-warning time
can be purchased (Tsutsui et al. 2022).
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Obs. Lensed BNS [yr−1] Lensed NSBH [yr−1]
O4 0 − 3.0 × 10−1 1.0 × 10−3 − 2.0 × 10−1

O5 5.0 × 10−3 − 1.0 × 101 2.0 × 10−2 − 3.4
Voyager 3.0 × 10−1 − 6.2 × 102 7.0 × 10−1 − 1.8 × 102

3G 1.2 × 101 − 3.5 × 104 1.2 × 101 − 4.3 × 103

Table 1
Rates of detectable lensed BNS and NSBH events, for various observing

scenarios. Only galaxy lenses are considered, which is expected to be a good
approximation given the relative rarity of clusters. See Appendix A for

additional details on the assumptions used to estimate the rates.

NSBH is strongly lensed (say by a galaxy or a cluster), then so
must the host-galaxy. Leveraging the properties of the host-
galaxy’s lensed images, early-warning can be enhanced dras-
tically, as follows.

The EM-counterpart would enable the identification of the
host galaxy during EM follow-up of the BNS/NSBH merger.
Image analysis of the host-galaxy would then indicate if it
is lensed. If required, subsequent observation of the host-
galaxy by high-resolution telescopes would provide precise
astrometry. These, in conjunction with the redshift mea-
surements of the host-galaxy and the foreground lens galaxy,
could be used to predict the time-delay between multiple
lensed images/events. This would effectively act as the early-
warning-time for the occurrence of the “action-replay” of
the BNS/NSBH merger due to lensing. The idea is similar
in spirit to Supernova (SN) “Refsdal” (see, e.g. Kelly et al.
2016), where observed lensed images of the transient SN en-
abled a prediction of the occurrence of the next lensed SN
image in the future.

3. DETECTION RATE OF LENSED BNS AND NSBH MERGERS

We estimate the rates of detectable lensed BNS and NSBH
mergers, following standard prescriptions in the literature (see
Appendix A for details). We consider the O4, O5 and Voyager
observing scenarios, as well as the third generation (3G) de-
tector network (see, e.g. Hall & Evans 2019). The results are
tabulated in Table 1.

Note the considerable uncertainty in the estimated
rates. This primarily stems from the fact that no lensed
BNSs/NSBHs have been detected so far, and barely a handful
of corresponding unlensed systems have been observed with
GWs.

The estimated rates suggest that seeing a lensed BNS or
NSBH in O4 is unlikely, although not abysmally small as-
suming the optimistic upper limit. Seeing such an event in O5
appears much more likely relative to O4. Voyager seems to
be the first observing scenario that will almost certainly see a
lensed BNS or NSBH, and the 3G scenario guarantees it.

That said, ultimately, the detection of lensed BNSs/NSBHs
will follow Poisson statistics, and a Poisson fluctuation may
enable observations of such events even in O4. Indeed, be-
ing ready for such an event, in case one should present itself,
could have dramatic scientific payoffs due to the drastic en-
hancement of early-warning times.

This motivates us to assess the practicability and benefits of
our method. To that end, we first characterize and quantify
uncertainties on the time delay predictions arising from var-
ious systematics. In this work, we focus on the astrometric
uncertainties when analysing the optical images of the lensed
host galaxy. We then provide prospective time delay distribu-
tions of detectable BNS/NSBH lensed by galaxy-scale lenses,
to gauge the kind of early-warning times we might expect in
various observing scenarios. We assume standard cosmology

(Aghanim et al. 2020) throughout.

4. METHOD

GWs, like light, will have their trajectories deviated if they
encounter large assemblages of matter (Gunn 1967; Wang
et al. 1996). Thus, galaxy or cluster scale lenses can pro-
duce two or more non-overlapping copies of GWs emanated
by stellar-mass compact binary coalescences (CBCs). The
copies will have identical phase evolution, but differing am-
plitudes (see, e.g. Haris et al. 2018; Dai et al. 2020). Searches
for such (and other) lensing signatures in GW data have been
conducted. No confirmed detection has so far been reported
(Abbott et al. 2021a; Dai et al. 2020; Hannuksela et al. 2019)
3.

Here, we describe the basics of the lens equation used to
predict time delays between images. We also provide the
framework for mock sample generation of lens systems to
construct time delay distributions of detectable lensed events
in various observing scenarios. We adopt the singular isother-
mal ellipsoid (SIE) model appropriate for isolated galaxy
lenses (Koopmans et al. 2009). We work in the geometric
optics limit, valid for GWs emanated by stellar-mass CBCs
that encounter galaxy lenses. We use the thin lens approx-
imation because the size (∼ kpc) of the lens is significantly
smaller than the distances separating the source from the lens
(∼Mpc/Gpc), and the lens from the earth (∼Mpc/Gpc).

4.1. The lens equation
Let ~y = (y1, y2), ~x = (x1, x2) be the position vectors of the

source in the source plane and its image(s) in the lens plane.
The standard problem in lensing consists of acquiring the im-
age s ~x, from the source position ~y and the lens potential (e.g.,
Schneider et al. 1992; Dodelson 2017):

~y = ~x − ~α(~x) (1)

where the deflection angle ~α = ∇ψ(~x) captures the influence
of the effective lens potential ψ. This potential, in turn, can be
acquired from the surface mass density profile Σ(~x):

ψ =
1
π

∫
κ(~u) ln |~x − ~u|d~u (2)

where κ ≡ Σ/Σc is the normalized mass surface density pro-
file, Σc ≡ (c2/4πG)(Ds/DlDls) is the critical mass density,
and Dl,Ds,Dls are the angular diameter distances between
the earth and lens, the earth and source and the lens and the
source, respectively.

There are two intrinsic properties of the SIE lens that deter-
mine its effective potential. These are the velocity dispersion
v (which can be thought of as a proxy for mass assuming the
galaxy has virialized), and the axis ratio q. Lensing config-
urations with an SIE lens admit 2 or 4 images which depend
on the position of the source with respect to the caustics (see
Figure 1). These are curves in the source plane where the
magnification of the images formally diverge. If the source
lies inside the inner caustic, four images (quad) will be gen-
erated. If the source lies between the inner and outer caustics,
two images (double) will be produced. (Kormann et al. 1994;
Koopmans et al. 2009).

3 Alternatively, it has been suggested that a significant fraction of LIGO-
Virgo’s BBH detections correspond to magnified lensed events, which is why
the inferred masses of the components of the BBHs are larger in comparison
to those observed from EM observations (Broadhurst et al. 2018; Broadhurst
et al. 2022)



3

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
y1

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

y 2

Figure 1. An example illustrating the number of images produced based on
the position of the source with respect to the caustics. When the source (green
star) lies inside the inner caustic, four images (green circles) are produced.
When the source (blue star) lies between the inner and outer caustics, two
images (blue circles) are produced.

4.2. The time delay formula
The Fermat potential φ is defined using the effective lens

potential ψ (cf. Eq. 2) as (e.g., Schneider et al. 1992):

φ(~x, ~y) = |~x − ~y|2 − ψ(~x) (3)

The time delay between two images A and B located at ~xA, ~xB
is then acquired from the difference (∆φ) in the Fermat poten-
tial evaluated at those positions:

c∆t = D∆t∆φ (4)

In the SIE model, the time-delay distance is given by (Kor-
mann et al. 1994):

D∆t = (1 + zl)X2
0

Ds

DlDls
(5)

where X0 = 4π(v2/c2)(Dls/Ds) is a typical length scale asso-
ciated with the lens 4. The SIE Fermat potential has a compli-
cated form, and is given in Eq. B7.

4.3. Leveraging lensing for early-warning
We outline below two scenarios, involving lensed CBCs

with EM counterparts, where some of these quantities can
be acquired from direct measurements, while the others can
be inferred assuming an SIE model for the lens. The first sce-
nario requires at least two detectable images, while the second
requires at least three. We refer the reader to Appendix B for
details.

Scenario 1: The host galaxy of the CBC is identified from
its EM counterpart 5. Additional image analysis reveals, at

4 This length scale is the Einstein radius in the singular isothermal sphere
(SIS) model.

5 A concrete example of host-galaxy identification in real-time is provided
by the EM-follow-up efforts of GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2017b). The host
galaxy was identified to be NGC4993 (Crook et al. 2007)

least, two images of the lensed host galaxy. Follow-up analy-
ses further provide measurements of the image positions {~xi}

of each of the images. Assuming SIE model for the lens,
and assuming that the redshifts (zl, zs) are known, we can es-
timate q, v, ~y (Eqs. 1, 2). Subsequently, we can predict the
time-delays (cf. Eqs. 4, 5, B7) for the occurrence of the next
CBC (and EM-counterpart) images. Note that such a scenario
can happen either in a double configuration, or a quad con-
figuration where only two of the four galaxy images can be
confidently identified.

Scenario 2: Two images of a lensed CBC with EM coun-
terparts have been observed, along with the positions of, at
least, three images of the host galaxy. As with Scenario 1,
two lensed images of the galaxy enable estimates of q, v, ~y.
Furthermore, in tandem with q, v, ~y and the measured posi-
tions of the lensed galaxy hosting the EM counterpart of the
CBC, the time delay between the first two EM images of the
CBC provide an estimate of the time-delay distance D∆t (cf.
Eqs. 4, 5, B7). Using D∆t, time-delays between other pairs
of images can be straightforwardly estimated from the image
positions and q, v, ~y. This scenario has the advantage of not
needing measurements of the source and lens redshifts, nor
the assumption of a cosmology. Note that such a scenario can
only happen in a quad configuration.

It would be germane to point out here that both scenarios
considered assume that there is no offset between the posi-
tions of the CBC and its host galaxy. This may not be the
case in general. Indeed, the position of GW170817 with re-
spect to the center of its host galaxy, NGC4993, was found
to be at an offset of ∼ 10′′ (Abbott et al. 2017b; Hjorth et al.
2017). Nevertheless, within the SIE framework, this offset
can be accounted for, provided it can be sufficently well mea-
sured. As with Scenarios 1, 2, the intrinsic lens parameters
q, v are acquired from the positions of the lensed images of
the host galaxy. Next, from the coordinates of the observed
EM images of the CBC and the inferred lens parameters, the
position of the other EM images of the CBC (~xi), and the un-
lensed position of the CBC (~y), can be calculated. The time
delays between image pairs of the CBC are then evaluated
using the available redshifts of the source and the lens.

4.4. Simulating time-delay distributions
The early-warning times one might expect in an observ-

ing scenario are estimated by constructing realistic time-delay
distributions of CBCs (BNS/NSBHs) that are both lensed and
detectable. We account for the magnification of the GW im-
ages as well as the sensitivity of the GW detector network
when deciding if an event is detectable.

The lensing optical depth, evaluated from the parameter dis-
tributions of the lenses, determines the probability that GWs
from a given CBC will encounter at least one lens in their
journey towards the earth. This probability, in tandem with
the intrinsic redshift distribution of the sources, determines
the time delay distribution of the CBCs that will be lensed.
However, not all lensed CBCs will be detectable. The de-
tectability of the lensed CBC is determined by its extrinsic
properties (distance, skylocation, inclination), its component
masses (m1,m2), and the sensitivity of the GW detector net-
work. Thus, the profile of the detectable time-delay distribu-
tion will also depend on these factors. We refer the reader to
the Appendix C for details on the construction of this distri-
bution for various observing scenarios.
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Figure 2. Median (top) of the predicted time delays and the corresponding full-width of the 68% confidence interval (bottom) shown for the double and quad
configurations. The time delays of images (labelled as A, B, C, D, and ordered by arrival times) are computed with respect to the time of arrival of the first image
(A). While both the median and confidence interval increase as the source moves away from the center, the uncertainties are mostly less than a day such that the
relative error on the time delay spans 0.2 − 2.

5. RESULTS

To study the effect of finite angular resolution of EM tele-
scopes on the prediction of the time-delays, we first consider
a typical lens system detectable (network S/N ≥ 8) via GWs
(from a BNS) in the O5 scenario. The values of the param-
eters of our lens model are chosen to be q = 0.54, v = 111
km s−1, zl = 0.07, zs = 0.22, corresponding to a lensed BNS
detectable in O5. Keeping these lens model parameters fixed,
we compute the time delay and image positions in the im-
age plane by varying source positions on a grid spanning the
source plane. The images are assumed to have an angular res-
olution of 0.05′′ at optical wavelengths, accessible to space-
based telescopes, or ground based telescopes with adaptive
optics technology.

To estimate the errors on the time-delay predictions, we
draw image coordinates x̃1, x̃2

6 from a Gaussian centered on
the true lensed-image position with a standard deviation of
0.05′′. We similarly draw samples for source redshift zs as-
suming a relative error of 0.01. We find that (see Figure 2),
for the system under consideration, the absolute errors are typ-
ically confined to within a day. The relative errors for the ma-
jority of the positions span 0.2 − 2. Time delays for doubles
are typically larger than the time delays for quads, with some
doubles having time delays up to 36 hrs for the example we
consider.

We also vary the source and lens redshifts, while keeping
the source position and other parameters fixed, to study their
effects on the precision of the predicted time delay (see Fig-
ure 3). The values of the fixed parameters are q = 0.40, v =

6 Angular image coordinate vector ~̃x acquired from observation, is a
rescaled version of the position vector ~x that appears in the lens equation
(Eq. 1). See Appendix B for details.
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Figure 3. The full-width of the 68% confidence interval, pertaining to image-
time delay predictions from host galaxy images. The time delays – computed
with respect to the time of arrival of the first detectable image – and corre-
sponding absolute width of the confidence interval, increase as both redshifts
increase, although the relative error remains confined to 0.7 − 1.3.

206 km s−1.
Higher source and lens redshifts result in larger time de-

lays, and correspondingly larger error bars on their predic-
tions assuming a fixed angular resolution. For sources out
to redshifts of ∼ 1 and lens redshifts of ∼ 0.5, error-bars
can exceed 2 weeks for an angular resolution of 50 milli-
arcseconds. Nevertheless, the larger time delays of such lens-
ing configurations could enable more extensive follow-up to
improve on the error-estimates, either using higher-resolution
telescopes and/or employing more sophisticated image analy-
sis techniques.
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Figure 4. Top left panel: Time delay distributions (rendered as cumulative histograms) for detectable lensed BNS events in various observing scenarios. The
histogram of the total number of lensed BNS events is also plotted. As the sensitivity of the observing scenarios increase, the distributions converge towards the
histogram of the expected number of lensed events. Correspondingly, the fraction of large time delays also increases. Top right panel: The same distributions as
on the top left but shown separately for doubles (dotted) and quads (dashed). The detectable quads have typically smaller time delays than the doubles. Bottom
left and right panels: Same as the top left and right panels, except the sources are NSBHs. The detectable time delays are typically larger than the corresponding
time delays for BNSs. This can be attributed to the larger horizon distance of GW detector networks for NSBHs compared to BNSs, and a resulting increased
fraction of larger time-delays.

Using the prescription detailed in the Appendix C, we deter-
mine the time delay distributions for lensed BNS and NSBH,
for O4, O5, Voyager and the 3G scenario. We evaluate these
distributions for detectable lensed event pairs only. A lens
system is deemed detectable if at least two of its images have
a network S/N ≥ 8. The time-delays are calculated for all de-
tectable images, setting the arrival time of the first detectable
image in a given pair as the reference.

The shape of these distributions is governed by two com-
peting effects. Intrinsically, lensed BNSs and NSBHs tend to
have larger zl, zs and therefore larger time delays. On the other
hand, the limited sensitivity of the detector network preferen-
tially selects events with lower zl, zs.

The top left panel of Figure 4 shows time-delay cumulative
histograms for lensed BNSs detectable in various observing
scenarios. In O4, ∼ 15% (5%) of detectable lensed BNSs
will have early-warning times of greater than 1 hr (1 day).
This suggests that if a lensed BNS with a GW counterpart
is detected in O4, then the subsequent image will likely oc-
cur well within an hour of the first image. This is consis-
tent with corresponding estimates reported in (Smith et al.
2022) for BNSs. Thus, if EM-follow-up efforts identify the
host galaxy images, then even an approximate conservative
estimate of the upper limit on the time-delay would suffice.

The percentages increase to ∼ 25% (10%) in O5, 70% (45%)
in Voyager, and ∼ 100% (90%) in 3G. Similarly, the bot-
tom left panel shows time-delay cumulative histograms for
lensed NSBHs detectable in various observing scenarios. In
O4, ∼ 40% (20%) of detectable lensed NSBHs will have
early-warning times of greater than 1 hr (1 day). This in-
creases to ∼ 60% (35%) in O5, 90% (70%) in Voyager, and
∼ 100% (95%) in 3G.

We also evaluate the cumulative histograms of detectable
quads and doubles separately, for both BNSs and NSBHs.
These are depicted in the top right and bottom right panels
of Figure 4. As expected, the time delays of detectable quads
are significantly lower than the time delays of the detectable
doubles. This is an observational bias arising from the second
and third images, a spatially close pair with short time delays,
having the highest magnifications among the four images of a
quad (see, e.g. More & More 2022).

Table 2 shows the fraction of detected doubles, as well as
quads detected as doubles, triples and quads, for both BNSs
and NSBHs, across all observing runs considered in this work.
We find that while doubles are intrinsically larger in number
than quads, the detected doubles are fewer in number than the
quads, for all observing scenarios except 3G. Nevertheless,
since a large fraction of these quads are detected as doubles,
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Observing Run Doubles [%] Quads [%] Quads (4 images) [%] Quads (3 images) [%] Quads (2 images) [%]
O4 (BNS) 3.30 96.7 0.36 4.19 92.2
O4 (NSBH) 10.8 89.2 1.65 9.88 77.7
O5 (BNS) 5.10 94.9 1.13 6.65 87.1
O5 (NSBH) 18.5 81.5 3.16 14.4 63.9
Voyager (BNS) 14.8 85.2 2.57 14.7 67.8
Voyager (NSBH) 37.0 63.0 6.23 19.2 37.7
3G (BNS) 60.8 29.2 7.42 15.2 16.6
3G (NSBH) 66.3 33.7 8.04 13.5 12.2

Table 2
Detectable lensed BNSs and NSBHs in the double and quad configurations, tabulated as percentages of the total detected number. The quads are further divided
into categories based on the number of images within the quad that are detectable. The percentages suggest that if a lensed BNS or NSBH event is detected in

O4 or O5, it will most likely be a quad detected as a pair consisting of the two loudest events in the quad. This is because, for the majority of the quads, the
second and third images having higher magnifications than the first and the fourth images. As the sensitivity of the observing scenarios increase, the detected

lensed events tend to have an increasing fraction of doubles.

Scenario 2 will likely be rare, and may only come into effect
in the Voyager and 3G scenarios.

6. DISCUSSION

We describe below some of the caveats and challenges that
we plan to address in follow-up work to make our method
practicable.

Detectability of the EM counterpart — BNS and NSBH merg-
ers are expected to produce EM counterparts spanning a wide
range of frequencies. The counterparts include kilonovae
(KNe), short gamma-ray bursts (sGRBs) and (potentially)
precursors. Some of these are detectable to larger distances
than others.

KNe tend to become too faint to be observable beyond a few
hundred Mpc. However, the lensed BNSs/NSBHs will be seen
at much larger distances owing to the lensing magnification
bias (see Figure 5). Smith et al. (2022) suggest that lensed
KNe (from BNSs) could be detected out to redshifts of z ∼
2 with the Vera Rubin Observatory (Ivezić et al. 2019). A
tell-tale sign of the lensed nature of the event will be that the
source-frame component masses inferred from the GW signal
will appear to lie in the lower mass gap of the compact object
mass spectrum.

Other counterparts such as sGRBs or precursors in the radio
band, are typically detectable at cosmological distances. With
magnification, these could be detectable to signficantly larger
distances.

As follow-up work, we propose to do a detailed study of
the various EM-counterparts of lensed BNSs/NSBHs, and the
distances out to which they can be observed.

Resolving galaxy images — A crucial step in our method is the
measurement of the angular separations between the multiply
lensed host galaxy images which will likely involve a multi-
step process. Obviously, if the initial follow-up is being con-
ducted with space-based telescopes such as the JWST (Gard-
ner et al. 2006), we will readily be able to extract the neces-
sary lensing observables such as the image positions, relative
magnifications, light profile of the host galaxy and the offset
of the EM counterpart of the BNS/NSBH from its host galaxy,
in the best case. In a more typical follow-up effort from the
ground-based telescopes, the lens system will be imaged by
metre-class telescopes, initially, for which the imaging quality
tends be ∼ 1′′ or worse. Since the typical angular separations
of lens systems tend to be about 1′′, we anticipate challenges
in establishing the lensing nature in such cases. If lensing is
confirmed, determining the lensed image observables accu-
rately may still require higher-resolution imaging from either

ground-based telescopes with adaptive optics, or space-based
ones.

To reduce the latency of such a hierarchical process, it
might be advantageous 7 to catalog accurate predictions of
time delays of strongly lensed images of galaxies produced
in a homoegenous framework to minimise systematic biases
arising from other modeling results in the literature. If lensed
CBCs with EM counterparts are identified, with high proba-
bility, to belong to one of these lensed galaxies, predicting the
occurrence of the next image could become trivial and very
rapid.

As follow-up work, we plan to analyse existing galaxy-
scale lens systems. Since the known lens systems are ob-
served by telescopes of varying resolutions and imaging qual-
ity, we also plan to investigate their effects in estimating the
corresponding error-bars on the predicted image time delays.
This would help assess the amount of resolution required for
our method to be realized in practice.

The lens model — The expectation is that SIE adequately mod-
els galaxy lenses. However, more realistically, the density
profiles of galaxies may depart from the isothermal assump-
tion (Koopmans et al. 2009), may possess a large external
shear, or may have additional perturbers such as satellite
galaxies. Such complexities may need to be accounted for in
the model. We plan to inculcate some of these complexities
and investigate their effects on the predicted time delays.
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Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 498, 3395
Hannuksela, O. A., Haris, K., Ng, K. K. Y., et al. 2019, Astrophys. J. Lett.,

874, L2, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab0c0f
Haris, K., Mehta, A. K., Kumar, S., Venumadhav, T., & Ajith, P. 2018.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.07062

Hjorth, J., Levan, A. J., Tanvir, N. R., et al. 2017, Astrophys. J. Lett., 848,
L31, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aa9110

Hunter, J. D. 2007, Computing in Science & Engineering, 9, 90,
doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
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Conference, ed. Stéfan van der Walt & Jarrod Millman, 56 – 61,
doi: 10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a

APPENDIX

ESTIMATION OF THE RATE OF DETECTED AND LENSED BNS AND NSBH MERGERS

The rate estimation method follows Section 3.1 of Abbott et al. (2021a). We summarize the method here for the convenience
of the reader:

Computing the rate of lensed events requires assumptions on the model of the lens, the velocity dispersion function of the lens,
as well as the redshift distribution of the sources (BNSs/NSBHs). The lens model is assumed to be SIS, and the dispersion function
follows the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (Choi et al. 2007). The evaluation of the rate of detectable lensed events additionally requires
assumptions on the mass distribution of the CBC sources being lensed. This distribution is kept identical to what was used for
the estimation of the time delay distribution (see Appendix C).

The governing equation for evaluating the rate of strongly lensed CBCs is given by:
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Here, dN/dMl is the mass spectrum of the lenses, Dc,Vc are the comoving distance and volume, σ is the lensing cross section,
ρ, ρc are the S/N and threshold S/N respectively, p(ρ|zs) is the S/N distribution of the CBCs as a function of the source redshift,
Rs(zs) is the redshift evolution of the merger rate, and (1 + zs)−1 accounts for cosmological time dilation.

We assume three models for Rs(zs), Madau-Dickinsion (Madau & Dickinson 2014), Oguri (Oguri 2018), and O3b (Abbott
et al. 2021b). The latter assumes the Madau-Dickinsion ansatz, but constrains the coefficients of the model with data from O1,
O2 and O3. We evaluate the 90% confidence interval from the distribution on R.

IMAGE TIME DELAYS FROM IMAGE LOCATIONS: A DERIVATION

Let ~X = (X1, X2) be the physical position of the image in Cartesian coordinates in the lens plane, with respect to the optical
axis. Similarly, let ~Y = (Y1,Y2) be the source location in the source plane. We define rescaled position vectors ~x, ~y as:

~x =
~X

X0
, ~y =

~Y
Y0

(B1)

where Y0 = X0Ds/Dl (see below Eq. 5). The SIE lens equation in plane polar coordinates (~x = (|~x|, ϕ)) is given by (Kormann
et al. 1994): [

y1 + f1(q, ϕ)
]
sinϕ −

[
y2 + f2(q, ϕ)

]
cosϕ = 0 (B2)

where:

f1(q, ϕ) ≡
√

q
1 − q2 sinh−1


√

1 − q2

q2 cosϕ

 , f2(q, ϕ) ≡
√

q
1 − q2 sin−1

(√
1 − q2 sinϕ

)
(B3)

The solutions to this equation give the polar angle {ϕi} of the images provided they satisfy the conditions (Haris et al. 2018):

ϕi ∈ [0, 2π),
[
y1 + f1(q, ϕi)

]
cosϕi −

[
y2 + f2(q, ϕi)

]
sinϕi > 0 (B4)

The cartesian coordinates of the image locations are then acquired by solving:

x1,i = y1 + f1(q, ϕi), x2,i = y2 + f2(q, ϕi) (B5)

Scenario 1
For the problem at hand, the image locations are available from the angular coordinates of the host galaxy images, measured

with respect to the optical axis. The task then is to acquire the source location and the lens parameters from measured coordinates.
We therefore rewrite the above equation in terms of angular coordinates ~̃xi = ~xiX̃0, where X̃0 ≡ X0/Dl:

x̃1,i = y1X̃0 + X̃0 f1(q, ϕi), x̃2,i = y2X̃0 + X̃0 f2(q, ϕi) (B6)

The angular image coordinates readily provide the polar coordinates: tanϕi = x2,i/x1,i = x̃2,i/x̃1,i. Inverting the tangent function
gives more than one solution between [0, 2π), with each solution lying in a different quadrant. ϕi for each image is chosen such
that it corresponds to the quadrant in which the image lies. The above pair of equations has four unknowns: ~y, q, X̃0(q, v). Two
image locations will provide two such pairs, resulting in a system of four equations with four unknowns which can be readily
solved.

Estimating the image time-delay from lens parameters, source and image locations, requires the SIE effective potential:

ψSIE(~x) =

√
q

1 − q2 |~x|

sinϕ sin−1
(√

1 − q2 sinϕ
)

+ cosϕ sinh−1


√

1 − q2

q2 cosϕ


 (B7)

From the effective potential, the Fermat potential at each of the image locations can be readily evaluated. The time delay
between two images is then proportional to the difference in the corresponding Fermat potentials. The prefactor – the time-delay
distance D∆t – requires estimates of the lens and source angular diameter distances (Dl(zl),Ds(zs)). These can be determined
from measurements of the lens galaxy redshift (zl) and the host galaxy redshift (zs), assuming a cosmology.

Scenario 2
This scenario, which only works in a quad configuration where at least three images are detectable, acquires the time-delay

distance D∆t from the time delay measurements of the first two CBC images, say A, B. Mathematically:

D∆t =
∆tAB

∆φ(~xA, ~xB, q, v, ~y)
(B8)

where, as with Scenario 1, ~xA, ~xB are acquired from observation of the galaxy images A, B, and q, X0(q, v), ~y are acquired from
any pair of the observed galaxy images.

The time-delay for another pair of images, say C,D, can then be straightforwardly computed from their measured locations as:

∆tCD = D∆t∆φ(~xC , ~xD, q, v, ~y) (B9)

This scenario has the virtue of not needing estimates of zl, zs and the cosmological parameters.
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CONSTRUCTING TIME-DELAY DISTRIBUTIONS

We follow the prescription outlined in Haris et al. (2018) to construct the distribution of time-delays pertaining to detectable
GW images of lensed BNSs and NSBHs, for second and third generation detector networks.

2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
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Figure 5. Simulated redshift distributions for lensed and unlensed BNSs (left panel) and NSBHs (right panel) detectable in various observing scenarios. We also
include the expected intrinsic redshift distribution.

1. Lensed source redshift distribution: We assume that the CBCs are distributed in redshift zs according to the Madau-
Dickinson (Madau & Dickinson 2014) distribution:

p(z) ∝ (1 + z)α
1 +

(
1 + z
1 + zp

)α+β−1

(C1)

based on the star formation rate density history. We use the fiducial values of α = 2.7, β = 2.9, zp = 1.9, which corresponds
to a zero delay time between the formation of the stars in the binary and its merger.
Only a fraction of the CBCs will be lensed. This fraction depends on the so-called lensing optical depth τ(zs), which is
a measure of the probability that the GWs traveling from source to earth will encounter at least one lens. We estimate
this probability assuming that the lenses have a constant number density and their velocity dispersion distribution follow
early-type galaxies:

P(HL|zs) = 1 − exp(−τ(zs)), τ(zs) = 4.17 × 10−6
(

Dc(zs)
Gpc

)3

(C2)

We sample the Madau-Dickinson distribution weighted by the lensing probability, p(zs,HL) = p(zs)P(HL|zs), to acquire
the lensed source redshift samples (see Figure 5).

2. Distribution of other extrinsic source parameters: We assume that the sources are isotropically distributed in the sky, which
amounts to drawing right ascension and declination samples uniformly in α ∈ [0, 2π), cos δ ∈ [0, 1]. We also assume that
the inclination – the angle between the orbital angular momentum and the line of sight – is isotropically distributed on the
sphere: sin ι ∈ [0, 1].

3. Distribution of instrinsic source parameters: The BNS component masses (m1,m2 measured in M�) are drawn uniformly
from [1, 3], ensuring that m1 > m2. The NSBH primary mass is drawn uniformly from m1 ∈ [5, 95], and the secondary is
drawn uniformly from m2 ∈ [1, 3]. All binaries are assumed to be non-spinning.
The conventional expectation is that NSBH systems with mass ratios greater than ∼ 6 are not likely to produce a remnant
mass post-merger. As a result, these are unlikely to produce EM counterparts. This is because the tidal forces on the
NS outside the innermost stable circular orbit of the BH is not sufficient to disrupt it. Nevertheless, there are models that
propose precursors in the radio band pre-merger for higher mass-ratio NSBH systems. We adopt an agnostic stance on the
EM-Bright nature of NSBHs and do not place any restriction on their mass-ratio.

4. Distribution of lens redshifts: We define the ratio of comoving distances to the lens and the source as x ≡ Dc(zl)/Dc(zs).
We then draw this ratio from the polynomial:

p(x) = 30x2(1 − x)2 (C3)

The lens redshift samples are then acquired trivially from the ratio samples and the lensed source redshift samples drawn
in step 1.
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5. Distribution of intrinsic lens parameters: We borrow the ansatz used in Collett (2015) (which provides a fit using observed
galaxy-galaxy lenses) to draw the velocity dispersion and the axis ratio samples.
For the dispersion samples, the ansatz employs a generalized gamma distribution:

p(a) = aα−1 exp
(
−aβ

) β

Γ(α/β)
(C4)

with α = 2.32, β = 2.67. The dispersion sample is then acquired from a sample a as v = aσ?, with σ? = 161km/s.
Given a, a sample b is drawn from a Rayleigh distribution repeatedly until one satisfying b < 0.8 is found:

p(b) =
b
s2 exp

(
−

b2

2s2

)
, b ∈ [0,∞), s = 0.38 + 0.09177a (C5)

The axis ratio sample is then calculated as q = 1 − b.

6. Distribution of sources in the source plane: The sources are distributed uniformly in the source plane. Only those that lie
within the outer caustic (which ensures the production of multiple images) are kept. This is equivalent to drawing y1, y2
from p(y) ∝ y, with:

y1 ∈

(
0,

√
q

1 − q2 cosh−1
[
1
q

])
(C6)

y2 ∈


√

q
1−q2 cos−1[q], if q > q0√
1
q −

√
q

1−q2 cos−1[q], if q < q0

where q0 = 0.3942 is the solution to 2q0 cos−1 q0 −
√

1 − q0 = 0.
For q < q0, the inner caustic intersects the outer caustic, and the vertical cusps of the former lie outside the latter. In such
cases, it is possible to have multiple images when the source lies outside the outer caustic but inside the inner caustic.
To account for such cases, we always ensure that the plane being sampled encompasses both caustics, and solve the lens
equation repeatedly for each draw of y1, y2, and keep only those samples that produce multiple images.

7. Detectable images and their time delays: The detectability of an image depends on its (de)magnified amplitude and the
sensitivity of the detector network. Steps 1 through 6 enable us to solve the lens equation to generate samples of the image
coordinates ~xi in the lens plane, following Eqs. B1, B2, B3, B4, B5. We evaluate the magnification µ of each of the images
using:

1
µ

= 1 −

√
q

x2
1 + q2x2

2

(C7)

The GW amplitude of each image is given by hi =
√
µih, where h is the unlensed amplitude after accounting for the detec-

tor’s response to each polarization via the antenna pattern functions. The time delay of the images also incurs an additional
phase factor, but this has no contribution 8 to the optimal signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) used to assess the detectability of the
image 9.
A lensed configuration is said to be detectable if at least two images have an optimal network S/N ≥ 8, where the S/N of
the ith image is evaluated as:

(S/N)i = 4Re
∫ ∞

0

|hi( f )|2

S n( f )
d f (C8)

and S n( f ) is the noise power spectral density (PSD) of the detector. The network S/N is the optimal S/N of each detector
in the network added in quadrature. The time delays are evaluated for all detectable images (using the arrival time of the
first detectable image as reference), from Eqs. 3, 4, 5, B7.

8. Observing Scenarios: We define the detector networks for the different scenarios considered in this work. See (Abbott
et al. 2018; Hall & Evans 2019; Reitze et al. 2019; Punturo et al. 2010) for additional details on the observing scenarios,
and (KAGRA Collaboration et al. 2019; Nitz et al. 2022) for details on the assumed noise PSDs.

• O4: 2 Advanced LIGO detectors, 1 Virgo detector, 1 KAGRA detector.
• O5: 3 LIGO detectors, including LIGO India, at A+ sensitivity, 1 Virgo and 1 Kagra detector, at target sensitivity.
• Voyager: 3 LIGO detectors at Voyager sensitivity, 1 Virgo and 1 Kagra detector at target sensitivity.
• 3G: 2 Cosmic Explorers located at Hanford and Livingston, and 1 Einstein Telescope at Virgo’s current location.

8 This in general is not true for systems where higher harmonics have a
non-trivial contribution to the total GW amplitude, and the image is of Type-
II. We do not account for this effect in this work, and only use the dominant

GW mode.
9 The values of the antenna pattern functions of the detectors could be non-

trivially different for different images, especially for large time delays. The
time-delays have therefore been accounted for there.
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