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ABSTRACT
Like light, gravitational waves can be gravitationally lensed by massive astrophysical objects. For galaxy and galaxy-cluster
lenses, one expects to see strong lensing — forecasted to become observable in the coming years — where the original wave
is split into multiple copies with the same frequency evolution but different overall arrival times, phases, amplitudes, and
signal strengths. Some of these images can be below the detection threshold and require targeted search methods, based on
tailor-made template banks. These searches can be made more sensitive by using our knowledge of the typical distribution
and morphology of lenses to predict the time delay, magnification, and image-type ordering of the lensed images. Here, we
show that when a subset of the images is super-threshold, they can be used to construct a more constrained prediction of
the arrival time of the remaining signals, enhancing our ability to identify lensing candidate signals. Our suggested method
effectively reduces the list of triggers requiring follow-up and generally re-ranks the genuine counterpart higher in the lensing
candidate list. Therefore, in the future, if one observes two or three lensed images, the information they provide can be used
to identify their sub-threshold counterparts, thus allowing identification of additional lensed images. Finding such images
would also strengthen our evidence for the event being lensed.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) were predicted by general relativity
more than a hundred years ago (Einstein 1916). They are ripples
in space-time propagating through the Universe and require cata-
clysmic phenomena to produce detectable signals. After its third
observation run, the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA Scientific collaboration
detected about a hundred mergers from compact binary coales-
cences, originating from binary black holes (BBHs), binary neutron
stars (BNSs), and neutron star black hole (NSBH) binaries (Ab-
bott et al. 2021b). These mergers were observed by the Advanced
LIGO (Aasi et al. 2015) and Advanced Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015)
detectors. These observations have also enabled scientists to study
new black hole and neutron star populations (Abbott et al. 2021c),
cosmological expanation (Abbott et al. 2021a), and general relativ-
ity in the strong field limit (Abbott et al. 2021d), among many other
things. Additionally, plans to extend the detection capabilities are
ongoing, with the upgrade of the existing detectors but also new
detectors being developed, such as KAGRA (Somiya 2012; Aso
et al. 2013; Akutsu et al. 2019; Akutsu et al. 2020; Abbott et al.
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2020) and LIGO-India (Iyer et al. 2011). The increase afforded by
more sensitive detectors will lead to increased detection rate and
has the potential to open the door to further scientific opportunities.
One such opportunity is the detection of lensed GW signals.

Similarly to light, a massive object along GWs’ travel path can
lead to gravitational lensing (Ohanian 1974; Deguchi & Watson
1986; Wang et al. 1996; Nakamura 1998; Takahashi & Nakamura
2003). Depending on the lens-source geometry and the mass of
the lens, one can distinguish different types of lensing. For more
massive lenses and good alignment, geometric optics applies, and
the GW is split into multiple individually resolvable copies with the
same frequency evolution but magnified, time delayed, and poten-
tially undergoing an overall phase shift (Dai & Venumadhav 2017;
Ezquiaga et al. 2021). This is called strong lensing, typically pro-
duced by galaxy or galaxy cluster lenses. For galaxies, these signal
copies arrive minutes to months apart (Dai & Venumadhav 2017;
Ng et al. 2018; Li et al. 2018; Oguri 2018; Wierda et al. 2021);
for galaxy clusters, the copies might arrive up to years or more
apart (Smith et al. 2018, 2017; Smith et al. 2019; Robertson et al.
2020; Ryczanowski et al. 2020). When the lens is less massive, one
might observe so-called millilensing (Liu et al. 2023). This is still
the geometric optics regime but the time delay is much shorter and
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the various images overlap in the detector band, leading to a single
non-trivial GW. For even lighter lenses, the gravitational waves en-
ter the wave optics regime, leading to frequency-dependent beating
patterns (Takahashi & Nakamura 2003; Cao et al. 2014; Lai et al.
2018; Christian et al. 2018; Jit Singh et al. 2018; Meena & Bagla
2020; Pagano et al. 2020; Cheung et al. 2021; Kim et al. 2020;
Wright & Hendry 2022), sometimes referred to as microlensing.
Over the last years, searches for lensing have been carried out, but
no universally accepted evidence has been found so far (Hannuk-
sela et al. 2019; McIsaac et al. 2020; Li et al. 2019; Dai et al. 2020;
Abbott et al. 2021e, 2023; Janquart et al. 2023c).

In this work, we narrow down our focus to GW signals strongly
lensed by galaxies. Such events have been forecasted by several
groups to become detectable in the coming years (Ng et al. 2018;
Li et al. 2018; Oguri 2018; Wierda et al. 2021). Strong lensing
by galaxies would lead to two to four potentially detectable im-
ages (Dai & Venumadhav 2017; Ezquiaga et al. 2021; Liu et al.
2021; Lo & Magana Hernandez 2021; Janquart et al. 2021a). To
search for such events, one attempts to identify GWs with a sim-
ilar frequency evolution (Haris et al. 2018; Liu et al. 2021; Lo
& Magana Hernandez 2021; Janquart et al. 2021a, 2023b; Goyal
et al. 2021). One method to search for lensed events is by consid-
ering GW events already detected using already-identified events
(super-threshold events) (Hannuksela et al. 2019; Abbott et al.
2021e, 2023; Janquart et al. 2023c). However, such a search can
potentially miss many interesting candidates. In particular, the
(de)magnification of images and the change in observation con-
ditions due to the time delay and Earth’s rotation means that some
images can exist below the noise floor as sub-threshold candi-
dates (Li et al. 2019; McIsaac et al. 2020; Dai et al. 2020). If
such sub-threshold candidates are identified, it could lead to an
increased confidence in detections and lead to an improved strong
lensing science case. To target such events, the seminal approach
is to make use of the super-threshold events to perform an ad-
ditional search using template banks (see Messick et al. (2017);
Sachdev et al. (2019); Hanna et al. (2020); Cannon et al. (2020);
Adams et al. (2016); Aubin et al. (2021); Allen et al. (2012); Allen
(2005); Dal Canton et al. (2014); Usman et al. (2016); Nitz et al.
(2017); Davies et al. (2020) for details on template bank searches)
that target only event triggers with similar waveforms to the super-
threshold waveforms (Li et al. 2019; McIsaac et al. 2020; Dai et al.
2020). Such sub-threshold lensing searches have already been in-
strumental in identifying additional lensing candidates in the LVK
data (McIsaac et al. 2020; Abbott et al. 2021e, 2023; Janquart et al.
2023c). The output of the search is a list of triggers to be followed
up using usual analysis methods (see Janquart et al. (2023c) for an
example).

However, the number of potential candidate triggers scales
quadratically with time, and can thus be computationally expen-
sive. Furthermore, the list obtained is often composed of many
candidates also coming from noise artefacts and unrelated signals.
Therefore, it is important to identify methods that reduce false noise
triggers and computational costs.

In Goyal et al. (2023), the authors utilised strong galaxy lensing
forecasts to re-rank candidate triggers for follow-up analysis. In-
deed, an advantage offered by galaxy strong lensing is that we have
good models for this situation and we can compute the expected
distributions for the time delay and relative magnification of the

events (Haris et al. 2018; Wierda et al. 2021; More & More 2022).
The idea is then that those candidates with time delays consistent
with strong lensing predictions should be ranked higher than those
that do not.

In this work, we consider a scenario where we have observed
two or three super-threshold images. In particular, if a subset (for
example 3 out of 4 images) of the gravitational-wave images have
been already identified using super-threshold searches, our predic-
tive power for the time delays will increase. Thus, we simulate
several different scenarios in which a subset of the images have
already been detected and explore how predicting the time delay
for the corresponding sub-threshold images allows one to improve
the ability to identify additional lensing candidates.

This work is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we describe
strong lensing of GWs, focusing on galaxy lensing. Then, we
give an overview of the current lensing searches for super- and
sub-threshold events in Sec. 3. Next, we describe how one can
construct an adapted probability density for the time delay of the
sub-threshold image based on the observed super-threshold ones in
Sec. 4. We illustrate the working of the method in Sec. 5. Finally,
we give our conclusions and future perspectives in Sec. 6.

2 GRAVITATIONAL WAVE STRONG LENSING BY
GALAXIES

When strong lensing occurs, GWs are split into multiple distinct
copies with the same frequency evolution1 —referred to as im-
ages (Takahashi & Nakamura 2003). Some of the images are po-
tentially observable. Compared to unlensed signals, the lensed im-
ages undergo an overall (de)magnification, a time delay, and an
overall phase shift. The waveform for the 𝑗 𝑡ℎ lensed image (ℎ 𝑗

L)
is related to the unlensed waveform (ℎU) as (Dai & Venumadhav
2017; Ezquiaga et al. 2021)

ℎ̃
𝑗

𝐿
( 𝑓 ; ®𝜃, ®Λ 𝑗 ) =

√
𝜇 𝑗 𝑒

(2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 𝑡 𝑗−𝑖 𝜋𝑛 𝑗 sign( 𝑓 ) ) ℎ̃𝑈 ( 𝑓 ; ®𝜃) , (1)

where the tilde denotes the frequency domain, ®𝜃 represents the
usual BBH source parameters, and ®Λ represents the lensing param-
eters (®Λ = {𝜇 𝑗 , 𝑡 𝑗 , 𝑛 𝑗 }, with 𝜇 𝑗 the magnification changing the
amplitude of the wave, 𝑡 𝑗 the extra time delay due to the change
in geometrical path and the Shapiro delay (Shapiro 1964), and 𝑛 𝑗

the Morse factor leading to an overall phase shift). Fig. 1 gives a
representation of a lensed quadruplet.

Eq. (1) is obtained by considering the stationary points of the
time delay function like Fermat’s principle (Takahashi & Nakamura
2003). Therefore, only particular points are a solution, and each of
these points gives a specific value for the Morse factor. A lensed
image with a certain value for its Morse factor is referred to as
having a certain type. Type I images have 𝑛 𝑗 = 0, corresponding
to a minimum of the Fermat potential. This is equivalent to having
no phase shift at all. When 𝑛 𝑗 = 0.5, the image is of type II and
comes from a saddle point of the potential. Finally, when the image
corresponds to a maximum of the potential, we have a type III
image and 𝑛 𝑗 = 1. Type I and III images are indistinguishable as
one can be transformed into the other by applying a 𝜋/2 change in
the GW polarization, which is undetectable. Conversely, for type

1 When higher-order modes are present and lensing leads to a specific extra
phase shift, the frequency evolution can slightly be affected.
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Figure 1. Illustration of an example strong lensing scenario: A galaxy lens
strongly lenses a compact binary object and produces four potentially ob-
servable images that appear in the gravitational-wave detectors as multiple
copies of the same signal. These copies appear otherwise identical but
differ in their arrival times, amplitudes, and phases, due to lensing time
delay, magnification, and image inversion, respectively. A typical galaxy
lens produces either three or five images of the binary compact object, but
one of the central images is typically demagnified heavily such that it is
neglected and only two or four images are observed, with the two type-I
images arriving first and the two type-II images arriving later. Since the
amplitude and arrival time of the signal copies are different, some of the
signals may reside below the noise threshold. Significant effort has been
taken to dig such signals out of the noise background using searches with
template banks tailored to be more sensitive to lensing. One method to
improve the sensitivity of these searches is by incorporating knowledge
about the distribution and morphology of galaxy lenses to predict where
the signals should appear in the data.

II images, the lensing signature is detectable provided the higher-
mode content is sufficiently large (Janquart et al. 2021b; Wang et al.
2021; Vĳaykumar et al. 2022).

When a GW is lensed by a galaxy, we expect to see two to
four images with a specific image-type ordering, with image types
ordered as I–I–II–II —where the last or last two type II images may
not form for some lens-source configurations, and separated by
days to months (Dai & Venumadhav 2017; Ng et al. 2018; Li et al.
2018; Oguri 2018; Ezquiaga et al. 2021; Wierda et al. 2021; More
& More 2022). In some rare cases with a very shallow profile, we
can also have a faint but observable central type III image (Dahle
et al. 2013; Collett et al. 2017). This ordering is valid only for
galaxies. Events strongly lensed by a galaxy cluster can have more
complicated lensing morpologies (Smith et al. 2018, 2017; Smith
et al. 2019; Robertson et al. 2020; Ryczanowski et al. 2020). We do
not consider the latter in this work. Thus, when a galaxy-lensed GW
event is seen, we expect the type-I images to arrive first, followed
by type-II images.

However, because of the change in observation condition from
one image to the other —possible offline detectors from one image
to the other or different sensitivity to that region of the sky because
of Earth rotation— and possible demagnification relative to other
images, all images are not always observable. In such scenarios,

one can use the observed lensed images to predict when the other
counterparts should be detected. Indeed, if we see a single type I
image, then the lensing hypothesis predicts that there should exist
other images that could potentially be found (see the “hidden” third
gravitational wave in the illustrative Fig. 1).

Observing multiple images of a lensed event can make the pro-
cess of predicting the arrival time of the next image more effective.
For instance, if three images are observed, rudimentary lensing
theory necessitates that a fourth image must exist, even if it was not
identified. Furthermore, the arrival time of the fourth image can
be predicted using the observed arrival times of the other images
quite accurately. As an illustrative example, we show the time-delay
prediction using the software LeR (Phurailatpam 2023). The latter
produces expected lensing time-delay distributions of binary black
holes sampled from the latest PowerLaw+Peak population model
based on O3 data together with galaxy lenses sampled from the
LSST galaxy catalogue. Similarly, for two images, the arrival time
of the remaining images can be predicted, albeit with a larger un-
certainty. In this work, we investigate the use of such arrival time
predictions to re-rank triggers coming from sub-threshold searches
when at least two super-threshold events are observed.

Unfortunately, it is generally not possible to tell precisely which
lensed image in the series was missed. That is, for example, in
a four-image scenario with the third image having been missed
(Fig. 1), we cannot tell if the missed image was the third or the
fourth image. Instead, we can infer only a subset of information
using the image types of the detected images. Since the image
types are ordered (I–I–II–II), if we observe for example the first
three images, we can infer that the missed image is of type II, but
we cannot tell if it was the third or the fourth such image.

Furthermore, only the Morse factor difference of the missed im-
age can be inferred from the observed images because it is often
degenerate with the coalescence phase of the waveform (Ezquiaga
et al. 2021).2 Similarly, the magnification and time delay are fully
degenerate with the luminosity distance and the coalescence time
of the wave, respectively (Dai & Venumadhav 2017; Ezquiaga et al.
2021). Therefore, it is common to work with the relative lensing pa-
rameters (relative Morse phases, magnifications, and arrival times)
between two images instead of the absolute parameters (absolute
Morse phases, magnifications, and arrival times) (Lo & Magana
Hernandez 2021; Janquart et al. 2021a).

The relative lensing parameters between an image 𝑗 and another
image 𝑙 are denoted ®Φ𝑙 𝑗 = {𝜇𝑙 𝑗 , 𝑡𝑙 𝑗 , 𝑛𝑙 𝑗 } with the relative magni-
fication 𝜇𝑙 𝑗 = 𝜇𝑙/𝜇 𝑗 , the time delay 𝑡𝑙 𝑗 = 𝑡𝑙 − 𝑡 𝑗 , and the Morse
factor difference 𝑛𝑙 𝑗 = 𝑛𝑙 − 𝑛 𝑗 . Naturally, since the individual
Morse factors are discrete, their differences also are. In the end, the
Morse factor difference —which is generally recovered (Janquart
et al. 2021a, 2023b)— does not give direct access to the individual
Morse factors. However, the gravitational-wave observation does
give access to the Morse factor difference between signals, which is
sufficient to improve the arrival time prediction for the next image.
The key assumption is that one can predict the image arrival time
ordering (type I–I–II–II). For example, a morse factor difference
of 𝑛𝑙 𝑗 = 0 for two detected images implies that the images are of

2 An exception is that the Morse factor can be measurable for type II images
with a large higher-order mode content (Janquart et al. 2021b; Wang et al.
2021; Vĳaykumar et al. 2022).
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the same type and are either the first two or the last two signals.
A Morse factor difference 𝑛𝑙 𝑗 = 0.5 between two signals implies
that one is type I and the other type II and they are any combina-
tion of the first two and last two signals 3. Table 1 gives a full list
of Morse factor differences and their implications. In this work,
we investigate the use of these measured relative lensing parame-
ters to determine what characteristics are expected for any missed
sub-threshold images. We detail our method in Sec. 4 after a brief
description of current lensing searches in the next section.

3 SEARCHES FOR SUPER- AND SUB-THRESHOLD
LENSED IMAGES

3.1 Overview of Lensing Searches

Typically, strong lensing searches for multiple images are done in
two ways. The first focuses on the GW events detected with the tra-
ditional searches. The idea is then to see if the pool of candidates
contains event pairs, triplets, or quadruplets with similar frequency
evolution, as expected from strong lensing. The identification is
typically done in multiple steps, starting from the least expensive
and less precise methods to the most precise and computation-
ally heavier ones (Hannuksela et al. 2019; Abbott et al. 2021e,
2023; Janquart et al. 2023c). For the first filtering, two methods
are used: posterior overlap (Haris et al. 2018), where one tests for
the compatibility between the posteriors of parameters unaffected
by lensing, and LensID (Goyal et al. 2021), a machine learning
pipeline comparing the sky and time-frequency maps of the events
forming the pair of interest. The GW pairs not discarded by these
methods are then passed to the next step, done by GOLUM (Jan-
quart et al. 2021a, 2023b), which uses the posteriors of the first
image to analyze the strain of the second one. The remaining pairs
are passed to a full joint Bayesian analysis framework also includ-
ing selection and population effects to obtain a Bayes factor (Lo &
Magana Hernandez 2021)4. However, if some of the images are not
detected by the traditional searches, these events will be missed.
To remedy this problem, sub-threshold searches exist. These tar-
get GW images that are counterparts of the detected GW events
by constructing a reduced template bank (Li et al. 2019; McIsaac
et al. 2020; Dai et al. 2020; Li et al. 2023). For example, searching
for a sub-threshold candidate for a given high-mass binary black
hole could be performed by searching the GW data with only wave-
forms with identical frequency evolution, instead of the entire bank
of all possible waveforms. This reduces the bank’s trial factor and
enables one to recover fainter triggers compared to the full bank.
However, such searches can lead to a relatively long list of triggers
as they also pick up unrelated fainter signals or noise artefacts.

3 Strictly speaking, we could also have one is type II and the other type
III but type III images are very rare and therefore we neglect them in this
work.
4 Other codes implementing joint parameter estimation exist but they gen-
erally do not include the full population and selection effect procedure (Liu
et al. 2021; Janquart et al. 2023b). In this work, when doing joint parameter
estimation, we use the GOLUM package (Janquart et al. 2022).

3.2 Improving the detection confidence of candidates using
lensing

It is possible, in principle, to improve one’s ability to dig out such
faint lensed signals from noise by predicting the arrival time of the
signal. This is one of the key components of, for example, the so-
called PyGRB search, which uses trigger times of gamma-ray bursts
to associate signals within a given short time window (Harry &
Fairhurst 2011; Williamson et al. 2014). In such a case, the arrival
time is predicted to be around the GRB event. In lensing, the
arrival time is predicted using the relative lensing parameters of
the detected images. Indeed, if the arrival time is known to have
a higher precision, it will be less likely that a noise trigger will
exist within that short period than a timespan of the entire dataset
spanning a year or more.

In more detail, from a Bayesian perspective, one can quantify
the probability ratio of a set of data ®𝑑 containing a signal,

𝑝(H signal | ®𝑑)
𝑝(Hnoise | ®𝑑)

=
𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal)
𝑝( ®𝑑 |Hnoise)

𝑝(H signal)
𝑝(Hnoise)

= Bsignal
noise

𝑝(H signal)
𝑝(Hnoise)

,

(2)

where H signal and Hnoise are the hypotheses that the data contain
a signal or not, respectively. The first term on the right-hand side is
the likelihood ratio, the second term is the prior odds, and Bsignal

noise
is the Bayes factor.

Analogously, the probability that a set of data ®𝑑 contains a lensed
signal is given by

𝑝(H signal
𝐿

| ®𝑑)

𝑝(Hnoise | ®𝑑)
=

𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal
𝐿

)

𝑝( ®𝑑 |Hnoise)

𝑝(H signal
𝐿

)
𝑝(Hnoise)

, (3)

where H signal
𝐿

is the hypothesis that the data contains a lensed sig-
nal, ®𝑑 is the data, and 𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal

𝐿
) is the likelihood of the data

given the lensed signal hypothesis. The prior odds (ratio of prior
probabilities) are documented in (Hannuksela et al., in prep.). The
Bayes factor (ratio of evidences) can be related to the traditional
lensing Bayes factor that GOLUM and other joint parameter esti-
mation (JPE) pipelines compute as

Bsignal,𝐿
noise =

𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal
𝐿

)

𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal
𝑈

)

𝑝( ®𝑑 |H signal
𝑈

)

𝑝( ®𝑑 |Hnoise)

= B𝐿
𝑈 × Bsignal

noise ,

(4)

where B𝐿
𝑈

is the Bayes factor between the lensed and unlensed
signal hypotheses, and Bsignal

noise is the Bayes factor between the
unlensed signal and noise hypotheses. The Bayes factor contains
both information regarding the waveform model and the arrival
time of the signal. In particular (Haris et al. 2018),

B𝐿
𝑈 ∝ 𝑝(®𝑡 |H𝐿)

𝑝(®𝑡 |H𝑈)
, (5)

where ®𝑡 is the arrival time of the signal. Therefore, a more infor-
mative arrival time prediction will allow one to be more confident
that a signal candidate is a real signal and not noise, i.e. Bsignal,𝐿

noise
increases.

It is worth noting that care would need to be taken in imple-
menting such arrival time predictions and additional lensing infor-
mation in the sub-threshold searches in practice, which is beyond
the scope of this work. The Bayes factor that is often cited in
the context of lensing joint parameter estimation is derived after
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𝑛 𝑗1
𝑎 Detected image(s) Undetected image(s) Total no. of sub-cases

/ {1} {2, 3, 4} 12
{2} {1, 3, 4}
{3} {1, 2, 4}
{4} {1, 2, 3}

0 {1, 2} {3, 4} 4
{3, 4} {1, 2}

1
2 {1, 3} {2, 4} 8

{1, 4} {2, 3}
{2, 3} {1, 4}
{2, 4} {1, 3}

{0, 1
2 } {1, 2, 3} {4} 2

{1, 2, 4} {3}
{ 1

2 ,
1
2 } {1, 3, 4} {2} 2

{2, 3, 4} {1}

Table 1. Various sub-cases possible for quadruply lensed events when one, two, or three super-threshold images are observed. 𝑛 𝑗1 is the relative Morse
factor of the 𝑗𝑡ℎ super-threshold image compared to the first super-threshold image. The first column gives the measured Morse factor difference for the
detected images. The second and third columns list the different images that could have been detected and the corresponding possible sub-threshold ones,
respectively. The last column gives the total number of sub-cases to consider for a given measured Morse factor difference.

𝑎 Note that the number 1 in 𝑛 𝑗1 and the number 1 in the central two columns may not refer to the same image if the first image of the lensed event is a
sub-threshold event.

applying extensive Bayesian analyses methods. For searches, the
information is found more rapidly by looking through a template
bank, without using the signal-versus-noise Bayes factor to quan-
tify the detection confidence. Instead, one uses different statistics
to describe the likelihood of the trigger being a GW signal against
it being noise. This is based on a likelihood ratio for the GstLAL
pipeline (Li et al. 2019, 2023), or other ranking statistics for the
PyCBC ones (McIsaac et al. 2020; Nitz et al. 2020; Davies et al.
2020). This statistic is the same between dedicated lensing searches
and usual unlensed ones. We also note the possibility of having a
difference in data quality between the data used for searches and
parameter estimation analyses since more in-depth data cleaning is
applied to the latter if needed. Adding lensing-based information
will enhance the confidence in the lensing status of detected trig-
gers. For these reasons, this work investigates how much the arrival
time will aid in identifying and re-ranking triggers, to understand
how important an implementation of accurate arrival time predic-
tions is. The realistic implementation of this method in the searches
is beyond the scope of this work. The next section explains how we
can build such a distribution and how it can be used to re-rank the
sub-threshold triggers.

4 PREDICTING TIME DELAYS FOR SUB-THRESHOLD
LENSED COUNTERPART

4.1 The Lensed Time Delay Distribution

Suppose one detects two or three super-threshold lensed images,
with one or more sub-threshold images that have been missed by
standard searches, to predict the arrival time of the sub-threshold
images. In that case, one can analyze the super-threshold events
using JPE (Liu et al. 2021; Lo & Magana Hernandez 2021; Jan-
quart et al. 2021a, 2023b). The procedure gives one access to (i)
the Morse factor difference, generally seen as a discrete phase dif-
ference between two images, (ii) the difference in arrival times,
obtained with millisecond precision, and (iii) the relative magnifi-
cations, less precisely determined as their error are correlated with
the luminosity distance uncertainty. Since the relative magnifica-

tions are subject to more uncertainty, they tend to be less relevant in
predicting the arrival times of the sub-threshold events. Neverthe-
less, for completeness, we use all three relative lensing parameters
to predict the time delay distributions.

Using the Morse factor, arrival time, and relative magnification
differences, the goal is to find at what time any sub-threshold images
arrive in the data. That is, to forecast the arrival time of the sub-
threshold event using the time-delay prior:

𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®𝑑super) =
∫

𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1,HL,M)𝑝( ®Φ 𝑗1 | ®𝑑super,HL,M)d ®Φ 𝑗1 ,

(6)

where ®𝑑super are all the gravitational-wave data from the super-
threshold events, 𝑡𝑠1 is the time delay between the sub-threshold
trigger and the super-threshold image arriving first, ®Φ 𝑗1

5 are the
relative lensing parameters between the first and all other (sec-
ond and/or third) super-threshold images —depending on the
lens-source system— and M represent the assumed BBH and
lens models. The posterior distribution 𝑝( ®Φ 𝑗1 | ®𝑑super,HL,M) are
thus the measured lensing parameters from the super-threshold
gravitational-wave data.

Since the gravitational-wave arrival times are resolved at very
high accuracy (∼millisecond) compared to the lensing time delays
(∼hours to months), we take the arrival times of the super-threshold
events to be a delta function. Furthermore, since the relative mag-
nification plays a less important role in the time delay prediction,
we take the relative magnifications to be likewise a delta function
at a single value (the median). In compact notation, the time-delay
prediction for the sub-threshold event becomes

𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®𝑑super) = 𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1,HL,M) , (7)

where now ®Φ 𝑗1 are understood to be the median. From this point
onwards, we will make this approximation and drop the explicit
mention of the GW data and posterior. If we select a given trigger

5 From here on, the sub-scripts correspond to the ordering of the detected
super-threshold images and not the position of the images in the lensed
multiplet. So, for example, ®Φ21 corresponds to the relative parameters
between the first and second detected super-threshold images.
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and evaluate Eq. (7), we obtain the probability to observe a trigger
with a specific time delay given the characteristics of the super-
threshold events and the assumed lens and source models. The
process to do so is illustrated in Fig. 2.

To construct the time delay prediction (the probability density
function described in Eq. (7)), we rely on a Gaussian kernel density
estimator (KDE) constructed based on a large catalogue of lensed
events. The latter is generated using the LeR package (Phurailatpam
2023), an efficient code to generate lensing statistics. Principally,
the code generates the catalogue by sampling the characteristics of
the sources and lenses from chosen source and lens populations,
then solving the lens equation and retaining only the setups leading
to multiple images. Here, we use the PowerLaw+Peak BBH mass
model (Abbott et al. 2021c), the redshift distribution from Oguri
(2018), and an elliptical power-law with shear lens model (Tessore
& Benton Metcalf 2015). For all the models, we use the same
parameters as the one specified in Wierda et al. (2021). Here, and
throughout the work, we use the detector network made of the two
LIGO and the Virgo detectors and assume they are at their expected
O4 sensitivity (Abbott et al. 2020). When selecting the samples on
which we apply the KDE, we consider as super-threshold events
those with a network signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR) higher than 8 and
sub-threshold those with a network SNR between 6 and 8. The
value of 8 is chosen because, in Gaussian stationary noise, it is a
good proxy for detectability (Essick 2023). For the sub-threshold
case, the SNR values are more uncertain but we take an SNR cut
at 6 to remove the faintest signals, which would be very hard to
detect even with adapted search methods. Using LeR, we generate
a catalogue containing 2 × 106 lensed systems. This number is
chosen to ensure we have enough samples representing the possible
lensing scenarios while keeping a reasonable generation time for
the catalogue.

Once we have a catalogue at our disposal, we can construct the
KDE for a given observed super-threshold multiplet. However, it is
important to note the Morse factor is discrete and is therefore not
well handled by a KDE. Consequently, we make individual KDEs
for all Morse factor values allowed for the super-threshold events
based on the observation. A summary of the possible detected
images given observed Morse factor differences is given in Table 1.
For a given Morse factor setup, we pick the lensed events from the
catalogue respecting the SNR criterion, hence leading to the correct
number of super-threshold images. Once this is done for all the
possible Morse factor configurations, we recombine the individual
KDEs by doing a weighted sum, leading to the final distribution. We
can then plug in the observed time delay and relative magnification
for the super-threshold events and the measured time delay for every
sub-threshold trigger needing follow-up to evaluate its probability
under the hypothesis that it is a lensed counterpart of the observed
super-threshold images.

Let us illustrate the process with a simple example where we have
observed three super-threshold images with 𝑛21 = 0 and 𝑛31 = 0.5
(4th row in Table 1). This situation has two sub-cases: one where
the missing image is the fourth one in the quadruplet and one where
it is the third image. So, we make the first KDE by selecting events
in the catalogue with the three first images super-threshold, and
the last one sub-threshold, according to the SNR criterion defined
earlier. Then, we do the same for the case where the third image is
sub-threshold and all the others have their SNR larger than 8. With

the catalogue, we obtained 389 and 52 lensed events matching the
first and second cases respectively. Using these samples, we then
make two KDEs representing the two probability distributions

𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1, 𝑛21 = 0, 𝑛31 = 0.5, detected = {1, 2, 3},H𝐿 ,M) ,
𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1, 𝑛21 = 0, 𝑛31 = 0.5, detected = {1, 2, 4},H𝐿 ,M) .

These distributions are then combined in a reweighted sum to obtain
the final probability.

In the above example, it is worth noting that since the Morse
factor differences are sufficient to tell we have seen the two first
images, we also know that no genuine counterpart can exist before
the second observed image, meaning the time delay probability is
zero and we can exclude any trigger falling in that region. This effect
enables us to reduce the list of triggers to follow-up. A region with
a zero probability always arises when we have three images. When
we have only two images, such a region can exist only if we have
two images with the same type, as we know no image should exist
in between. However, in this case, the region is generally shorter
and the list reduction is milder. This can also be observed in Fig. 3,
where we represent the final distribution obtained depending on the
observed super-threshold images and covering the cases depicted in
Table 1. A more detailed breakdown with the various contributions
of each sub-case is given in Appendix A. In particular, Figs 3b, 3e,
and 3f show the cases where we have a zero probability region.

Besides, Fig. 3a shows the time delay distribution when a sin-
gle super-threshold image is observed. The probability of the
sub-threshold image arriving later is larger than before. It is ex-
pected since the third and fourth images are more likely to be
sub-threshold. This result is similar to that presented in other
work (Wierda et al. 2021; More & More 2022; Goyal et al. 2023).
For all the figures, discontinuities at the super-threshold events
can be observed. This behaviour is expected as observing a sub-
threshold event before and after a super-threshold one corresponds
to different situations with different probabilities. Figs. 3c and 3d,
also show that when one has two super-threshold images with dif-
ferent image types, i.e. 𝑛21 = 0.5, we do not have a region with a
clear zero probability, meaning no triggers will be immediately dis-
carded. Still, the features of the probability distribution positively
impact the re-ranking process.

4.2 Re-Ranking the Triggers

Above, we showed the behaviour of the time delay distribution
under the lensed hypothesis. Here, we go through how it can be
used to re-rank triggers. One can use an approach similar to the
ones used in Haris et al. (2018); Wierda et al. (2021); More &
More (2022); Janquart et al. (2023a); Goyal et al. (2023), where
the probability under the lensed hypothesis is compared to that
under the unlensed hypothesis in the ratio

Rsub
gal =

𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1,HL,M)
𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1,HU,M)

, (8)

where the numerator is Eq. (7), and the denominator represents
the same quantity under the unlensed hypothesis, denoted by HU.
When this ratio is greater than one, it means the likelihood of
observing the given time delay for the trigger is larger under the
hypothesis that it is a lensed counterpart of the sub-threshold events
than under the hypothesis that it is an uncorrelated signal. If it is
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t21           

t1            t2            t3           t4

t31 t41

detected detected detectednot detected
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ones
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Conditioned pdf

With known signals

Without known signals

Figure 2. An example illustration of predicting the arrival time of a sub-threshold signal using three detected super-threshold signals. The four images are
separated by 6, 3, and 10 days, respectively, with the first two and the last image detected (panel a). By using the knowledge of the arrival times of the
detected signals, one can predict the arrival time of the remaining third signal (panel b). The knowledge of the arrival improves one’s ability to pinpoint the
arrival time of the signal from a time window spanning over a year to a small time window of a week (panel c). Here we assume that it is known that the
third signal is missing. However, in general, one would not be able to tell if the fourth detected image is the third or the fourth signal, which broadens the
error on the time delay prediction (see Table 1). Here the first signal arrives at 𝑡1 = 0.

smaller than one, then it is the opposite. We also note that when
the value is close to one, Rsub

gal is not informative in the ranking.
In a simpler approach, one can take the denominator in Eq. (8)

to be analytical if we assume the GW events to follow a Poisson
distribution. However, one can get more accurate results by relying
on the catalogues defined above. Therefore, in addition to a lens
population, we construct an unlensed BBH population using the
same source population and LeR (Phurailatpam 2023). However,
under the unlensed hypothesis, the trigger is not correlated with the
lensed events, meaning it does not depend on the measured lensing
parameters of the system and the probability reduces to that of the
time delay between a lensed image and any sub-threshold unlensed
trigger in the catalogue. Therefore, 𝑝(𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1,HU,M) does not
require a multi-KDE procedure and we can make a single KDE
representing the probability distribution for all scenarios. To do
so, we simulate one year of unlensed events and select those with
their network SNR between 6 and 8. Then, we also take the lensed
super-threshold images and compute the time delay between them
and the unlensed sub-threshold images. This gives us the samples
from which we can make a KDE to evaluate Rsub

gal .

Once we also have the unlensed KDE, we can compute Rsub
gal

for all the triggers corresponding to a given set of lensed super-
threshold images by evaluating the lensed and unlensed distribu-

tions. In the cases where the lensed probability is zero, Rsub
gal = 0,

and triggers are directly discarded. For the others, we can rank
them in descending order of Rsub

gal , obtaining a ranked list of trig-
gers. The time delay of a lower-ranked trigger is less consistent
with the lensed hypothesis than the ones with a higher rank. Since
this method is statistical, there can be cases where the lensed coun-
terpart is in a lower probability region than some unlensed triggers.
Therefore, this does not guarantee the genuine counterpart to al-
ways end up at the top rank. However, the method suggested here
is complementary to other methods such as using sky map overlap
between the triggers and the super-threshold images (Wong et al.
2021; Goyal et al. 2023) —which should be more efficient when
considering more than one super-threshold image thanks to the
reduced sky location offered by the joint observation of multiple
images (Janquart et al. 2021a)— or using the proximity in chirp
mass (Goyal et al. 2023). Studying the full interplay between those
methods and our approach is left for future work.
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(a) 1 super-threshold image, no 𝑛 𝑗1, no simulated events plugged in. This
leads to a generic distribution that remains the same for all events.
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(b) 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 0, images 1 and 2 of the simulated
events are super-threshold, image 3 is sub-threshold
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(c) 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 1
2 , image 1 and 3 of the simulated events

are super-threshold, image 2 is sub-threshold
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(d) 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 1
2 , image 2 and 3 of simulated events

are super-threshold, image 1 is sub-threshold
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(e) 3 super-threshold images, 𝑛 𝑗1 = {0, 1
2 }, image 1, 2, and 3 of the

simulated events are super-threshold, image 4 is sub-threshold
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(f) 3 super-threshold images, 𝑛 𝑗1 = { 1
2 ,

1
2 }, image 2, 3 and 4 of the simulated

events are super-threshold, image 1 is sub-threshold

Figure 3. 𝑝 (𝑡𝑠1 | ®Φ 𝑗1, H𝐿 , M) against 𝑡𝑠1, for different cases of 𝑛 𝑗1. For each figure, a simulated event is selected, and its true time delay is represented in
orange. The dashed black lines represent the time delays between the super-threshold events relative to the first one.

5 USING THE TIME DELAY PROBABILITY TO
RE-RANK TRIGGERS

5.1 Mock Data Setup

In this section, we demonstrate our method’s ranking capabili-
ties on an approximate experimental setup. We generate 50 lensed
systems with two or three super-threshold events and at least one
sub-threshold event, following the population described above. Our

testing set has 30 cases with two super-threshold images and 20
where we could observe a super-threshold triplet. We perform JPE
on all these doubles and triples using the GOLUM package (Jan-
quart et al. 2022) and use their posteriors to evaluate Rsub

gal . More
precisely, we use the median value for the time delay and the rel-
ative magnification, and the dominant mode of the Morse factor
difference.

To avoid the computational burden of simulating a full year
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of data in which we inject each image of the lensed systems, we
proceed more approximately. We generated 20000 unlensed events
distributed over the year with LeR and the same BBH population
models in Sec.4 and keep only the sub-threshold ones, hence with
their network SNR between 6 and 8. This leads to 132 sub-threshold
false triggers for each lensed system. Since we do not run the
sub-threshold searches, we cannot associate the usual likelihood
ratio and FAR as the ranking statistic. Instead, we use an approach
closer to representing what would be done if some rapid follow-up
has already been done by ranking the events according to their
proximity in chirp mass (Goyal et al. 2023). However, since we
do not do template bank searches, we do not have access to the
best-matching template. Therefore, we use the posterior overlap
approach, computing the associated Bayes factor (Haris et al. 2018)
using only the chirp mass posteriors, noted BM𝑐

. Moreover, to
avoid the computational burden of running parameter estimation
on all the sub-threshold triggers, including the lensed counterparts
and the unlensed events, we generate a mock posterior by assuming
it is a Gaussian distribution with a mean equal to the true value of the
chirp mass, and standard deviation equal to the mean mass divided
by the SNR, following the example from Çalışkan et al. (2023).
For the super-threshold images, we use the posteriors coming from
JPE. We then use the BM𝑐

statistics for the various events as an
initial ranking.

It is important to note here that this setup is an approximation
and does not translate to the result from genuine sub-threshold
searches like the ones presented in McIsaac et al. (2020); Li et al.
(2019, 2023). For those, one would go through a full year of data
and calculate the FAR for the various triggers, which translates to
how likely it is for noise to be the root of the observed trigger. These
searches do not fully account for the lensing hypothesis, imposing
only some level of matching between the parameters through the
template(s) selected to perform the sub-threshold searches. The
method we use resembles the chirp mass proximity computation
done in Goyal et al. (2023). Nevertheless, the goal here is to show
the effect of ranking using Rsub

gal , and the list obtained with this
method is sufficient for this purpose. We leave a formal analysis of
realistic data with the inclusion of Rsub

gal into sub-threshold search
pipelines for future work and focus here on showing the main
behaviours of our approach.

5.2 Re-Ranking the Triggers

To do the re-ranking, for every detected super-threshold lensed
multiplet, we make the KDE and compute Rsub

gal for each sub-
threshold trigger in the list. As the final ranking statistic, we use
BM𝑐

× Rsub
gal

6.
First, in Fig. 4, we show an illustration of our method on the same

events as those shown in Figs. 3e and 3f. The top row corresponds
to the initial ranking based only on chirp mass proximity for each
event, while the second one shows the result after re-ranking. In
both cases, the list of triggers requiring follow-up has decreased
significantly since these events have a time delay region for which
there is no support under the lensing hypothesis. Moreover, for the

6 To some extent, one can see this statistic as the probability ratio of a
trigger being lensed compared to unlensed, according to the proximity in
chirp mass between the trigger and the super-threshold events and according
to the observed time delay.

left-hand side, the lensed counterpart ends up with the highest rank,
while it was not at the start. So, two main effects can be seen here:
(i) the genuine lensed counterpart is better ranked after applying
Rsub

gal , and (ii) the list of triggers to follow-up is decreased. In the
examples shown in the figure, for the left-hand side, we go from
an event ranked 83rd out of 123, to ranked 1st out of 55. For the
other case, we go from an event ranked 65th out of 113 to one with
a rank of 5th but in a list of 62 triggers.

We then carry the procedure out for our 50 lensed multiplets.
First, in Fig. 5, we represent the Rsub

gal distribution for the lensed
and unlensed triggers after having performed a KDE on our results.
We see there is some overlap between the two sets of data but the
statistic is generally higher for the lensed counterparts than for the
unlensed events. Therefore, the lensed counterparts are generally
expected to have an improvement in ranking when using this statis-
tic. We then multiply the original ranking statistic BM𝑐

by Rsub
gal

and use this as the final ranking for all events. The improvement
in ranks and reduction in number of triggers in the lists requir-
ing follow-up is shown in Fig. 6. Some doubles do not have any
reduction in the list of triggers because (a) when we see two super-
threshold images with different types, there is no region with a
zero probability for the time delay, and (b) even when such a re-
gion exists for doublets with the same image type, it is very short,
generally spanning a few days, compared to the case when we see
three super-threshold images, in which the probability of a whole
region before or after a certain image is zero. In our examples, we
have two scenarios in which the list of triggers is reduced. One is
the case where the images have the same image type. The other
is when the images have different image types but with a short
time delay between them. This happens for low-mass lenses, which
means that very long time delays are implausible and some of the
triggers with the largest time delays have a negligible probability
under the lensed hypothesis due to numerical errors. Therefore, as
expected, the method works better when more images are used to
constrain the system. Nevertheless, the rank improvement is still
effective in all cases considered.

Breaking down the cases of two and three detected lensed images,
we can see different effects. When two lensed super-threshold GWs
are observed, the trigger list is not significantly improved — the
median change is null but its average is a reduction of two triggers
— but the rank is. For the latter, on average, the triggers start with
rank 66 and end up with rank 5, meaning they go from being in the
top 48.5% to being in the top 3.7%. When we observe three super-
threshold events, both effects become important, the rank of the
genuine counterpart goes from 82 to 9 on average, while the list is
reduced by a factor of 2.6, going from 133 to 52 triggers requiring
follow-up. So, in this case, on average, we go from counterparts
ranked in the top 61.6% initially to them being ranked in the top
17.3% after applying Rsub

gal . The difference in effect comes from the
difference in characteristics we can build for the different cases,
with milder probability differences but regions with zero support
for the triples, compared to something more variable for two images
but without exclusion regions. Putting all cases together, on average,
our method enables one to go from an event ranked 75 out of 133,
to an event with rank 7 out of 122, meaning it is generally in the top
10 of a slightly reduced list. So, our method consistently improves
the ranking of the genuine counterpart but also directly discards
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Figure 4. The posterior overlap statistics (BM𝑐
) (top) and BM𝑐

× Rsub
gal (bottom) for the lensed sub-threshold image (orange diamond) and uncorrelated

sub-threshold events (black dots). These events are the same scenarios as the one shown in Figs. 3e and 3f, corresponding to the left and right columns,
respectively. We see that the presence of a null probability for some time delays discards many triggers. On the left, the genuine counterpart goes from being
ranked 83rd out of 123 to being ranked 1st out of 55, while on the right-hand side, we go from rank 65th to 5th, and the list goes from 113 to 62 triggers.
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gal obtained from making a KDE

of the initial distribution obtained from our samples. One sees that the lensed
distribution extends much higher than the unlensed one, and, generally,
lensed events have a higher ranking statistic. Note also the peak value at
zero for the unlensed case, leading to many triggers being discarded. The
slight bimodality in the lensed case is probably due to the relatively low
number of lensed events considered in this example.
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Figure 6. The improvements to the rank for our 50 lensed systems. In black
are the cases for which we observe two super-threshold images, and the
orange crosses are the cases where we see three events. For doubles, we
generally only have a reduction in the trigger list size in some specific cases.
For triples, we always have a region with zero probability for the time delay,
meaning the number of triggers in the list is always significantly decreased.
In all cases, we observe an improvement in rank for the genuine counterpart.

MNRAS 000, 000–000 (2023)



Uncovering faint lensed GW signals with detected ones 11

some of the events without requiring more expensive follow-up
methods.

It is also worth noting that our approach is computationally
cheap compared to running parameter estimation methods on the
triggers. The heaviest part is to obtain the initial lensed catalogue
from LeR, which takes O(ℎ𝑟)7. This operation needs to be done
a single time per observation condition as the KDEs required to
calculate Rsub

gal can all be derived from it. Once we have a catalogue,
making the time delay probability distributions and computing the
ranking statistics for all the triggers only takes a few minutes.

Finally, let us also stress that, although our approach generally
improves the rank of the genuine lensed counterpart and reduces
the list of candidates, it does not guarantee that the event we are
looking for is top-ranked. So, the safest approach if one does not
want to miss the counterpart is still to go through the entire —or at
least a significant fraction– of the re-ranked list with more advanced
analysis methods. When one wants to do this fully, the list reduction
offered by our approach also turns out to be important. Addition-
ally, as mentioned above, our method can also be combined with
other methods used to classify or veto triggers, such as imposing a
sky overlap between the detected image(s) and the trigger (Wong
et al. 2021) or imposing proximity in the chirp masses estimated
using by the low-latency searches (Goyal et al. 2023). Another
possibility to make lensing searches more efficient is to include
the lensing statistics information in the sub-threshold search likeli-
hood itself (Li et al., in prep). We leave the study of combining our
approach with others, as well as the application of our method on
realistic sub-threshold search results, for future work.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

In this paper, we investigate the use of existing super-threshold
lensed gravitational-wave detections to predict the time delays of
sub-threshold lensed images of additional images, assuming strong
galaxy lensing. Taking the ratio of this probability with that of the
time delay under the unlensed hypothesis, one can make a ranking
statistic for sub-threshold triggers translating the likelihood of them
being a counterpart to the observed super-threshold lensed event.
This re-ranking promotes the genuine counterpart as it should be in
the higher density region of the lensed distribution. In some cases,
we also expect it to reduce the list of triggers requiring follow-up
since some time delays have a zero probability under the lensed
hypothesis. This effect is due to the fixed ordering of the images
as well as our capacity to measure the difference in Morse factors
unambiguously in most cases.

To construct the probability distribution on a per-event basis,
we use a catalogue of simulated lensed events from which we se-
lect events corresponding to our observation scenario. Because the
Morse factors are discrete and lead to different possible individual
Morse factors for the images, we make a KDE for every sub-case
before combining them in a weighted sum representing the entire
probability distribution. For the unlensed distribution, the time de-
lay probability distribution does not depend on the characteristics
of the observed lensed super-threshold images and we can make
a single KDE for all cases. Once we have the two probability dis-
tributions for a given detected super-threshold multiplet, we can

7 Using 8 cores on an Apple M2 Pro CPU.

evaluate their ratio for all the sub-threshold counterpart candidates
and use the result to re-rank the list.

To test the effectiveness of the method, we considered a simpli-
fied setup consisting of 50 lensed systems made of two or three
super-threshold images and, at least, one sub-threshold image. For
the super-threshold images, we ran joint parameter estimation to
obtain their combined posteriors. To emulate an initial list of candi-
dates, we generate sub-threshold events from a population model,
construct posterior distributions following a Gaussian centred on
the true values with widths scaled according to the events’ SNR,
and compute the posterior overlap statistics between the chirp mass
posterior for the unlensed counterpart and the super-threshold im-
ages. While not the same as the result from a genuine sub-threshold
search system, this somewhat resembles other re-ranking methods
proposed in the literature to follow-up on sub-threshold candidates.
For every system considered, we compute our ranking statistics
based on the measured time delay for the sub-threshold triggers.
The final ranking is then the product between the posterior over-
lap and our statistics. When doing this, we effectively reduce the
number of triggers to follow-up, with an average factor improve-
ment of 1.2 but the trigger list is more than halved when three
super-threshold images are observed. Moreover, we have improved
rankings in all cases. This demonstrates our method is capable
of improving the trigger list one would pass to more expensive
follow-up searches.

We note that, in principle, if more than one super-threshold im-
age is identified, one could use the joint posteriors for the two first
images to make the template bank and evaluate the sky overlap if
desired. While this would probably not impact much the template
bank itself, the sky overlap condition would probably become more
stringent since joint parameter estimation effectively reduces the
observed sky area (Janquart et al. 2021a). Moreover, sky overlap is
complementary to our approach for reducing strong lensing detec-
tion candidates, and therefore using both the ranking based on sky
map overlap and on the time delay compatibility would likely fur-
ther reduce the list of candidates requiring follow-up. Finally, let us
mention that if a pair of super-threshold events is detected, predict-
ing and observing a third and/or fourth sub-threshold counterpart
would strengthen the case for lensing.

Of course, more testing and development are needed to use the
method in realistic scenarios. For example, one could improve the
selection of the measured relative lensing parameters to evaluate
the Rsub

gal ratio, accounting for their full distribution and not their
median values. In addition, one could verify the compatibility with
other ranking and vetoing methods proposed in the literature, such
as the ones used in Wong et al. (2021) and Goyal et al. (2023),
for example. Ultimately, these methodologies should be tested on
realistic sub-threshold search results, which is beyond the scope of
this paper.

In the end, this work shows that one can use the observed rel-
ative lensing parameters for a super-threshold lensed doublet or
triplet to build a probability distribution for the time delay of a
possible sub-threshold counterpart —predicting where such events
should be situated in the data stream. Using a simplified setup, we
showed that using this distribution to rank sub-threshold triggers
is an effective approach because it generally promotes the genuine
counterpart and reduces the list of triggers requiring more exten-
sive follow-up. Finally, this method is also complementary to other
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ranking methods proposed in the literature, such as using the sky
overlap between events for example. We hope that our work gives
further motivation to the use of the lensing time delay probability
distributions in strong lensing searches as a mean to reduce the
number of triggers requiring more expensive follow-up analyses.
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Figure A1. 1 super-threshold image, no 𝑛 𝑗1, last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images
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(b) Conditioned KDEs of individual sub-cases

Figure A2. 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 0, last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images
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(b) Conditioned KDEs of individual sub-cases

Figure A3. 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 1
2 , last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images

APPENDIX A: BREAKDOWN OF THE PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR DIFFERENT SUB-CASES

In this appendix, we show a case-by-case breakdown of the probability distributions for the different sub-cases explained in Sec. 4 and
Table 1.
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Figure A4. 2 super-threshold images, 𝑛21 = 1
2 , last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images
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Figure A5. 3 super-threshold images, 𝑛 𝑗1 = {0, 1
2 }, last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images
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Figure A6. 3 super-threshold images, 𝑛 𝑗1 = { 1
2 ,

1
2 }, last indices of legends in (b) are sub-threshold images, the rest are super-threshold images
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