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ABSTRACT

Continuum reverberation mapping (CRM) of active galactic nuclei (AGN) monitors multiwavelength vari-
ability signatures to constrain accretion disk structure and supermassive black hole (SMBH) properties. The
upcoming Vera Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) will survey tens of millions of
AGN over the next decade, with thousands of AGN monitored with almost daily cadence in the deep drilling
fields. However, existing CRM methodologies often require long computation time and are not designed to
handle such large amount of data. In this paper, we present a fast and flexible inference framework for CRM
using simulation-based inference (SBI) with deep learning to estimate SMBH properties from AGN light curves.
We use a long-short-term-memory (LSTM) summary network to reduce the high-dimensionality of the light
curve data, and then use a neural density estimator to estimate the posterior of SMBH parameters. Using
simulated light curves, we find SBI can produce more accurate SMBH parameter estimation with 103 — 10°
times speed up in inference efficiency compared to traditional methods. The SBI framework is particularly
suitable for wide-field RM surveys as the light curves will have identical observing patterns, which can be
incorporated into the SBI simulation. We explore the performance of our SBI model on light curves with
irregular-sampled, realistic observing cadence and alternative variability characteristics to demonstrate the
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flexibility and limitation of the SBI framework.

1. INTRODUCTION

While it is extremely difficult to spatially resolve the
innermost regions of an active galactic nuclei (AGN),
its geometry, dynamical structure, and photoionization
properties are encoded in AGN variability (Vanden Berk
et al. 2004; MacLeod et al. 2010). In the simple “lamp
post” model, as X-ray/UV emission from the AGN cen-
ter propagates outward, it is absorbed, reprocessed, and
re-emitted in different parts of the AGN spectra, corre-
sponding to distinct structures of the AGN (e.g., accre-
tion disk, broad and narrow line regions, dusty torus,
etc.). The variability signatures are also propagated,
but delayed by the light-traveling time. By monitor-
ing the delayed response between optical photometric
bands, we can map out the temperature and size pro-
files of an accretion disk, which is known as the (con-
tinuum) reverberation mapping technique (CRM, for a
recent review, see Cackett et al. 2021). CRM can pro-
vide measurements of the accretion disk structure and

BH properties, which are difficult to measure even for
the most nearby SMBHs.

However, CRM has only been applied to a few hun-
dreds of objects to date (e.g., Sergeev et al. 2005; De
Rosa et al. 2015; Jiang et al. 2017; Homayouni et al.
2019; Edelson et al. 2019; Yu et al. 2020), due to strin-
gent observing requirements. Typical accretion disk
sizes are on the scales of a few light-days, so a successful
monitoring CRM campaign usually requires weeks of al-
most daily observations to ensure distinctive variability
trends are captured.

The upcoming Vera Rubin’s Observatory Legacy Sur-
vey of Space and Time (LSST, Tvezi¢ et al. 2019) will
survey the night sky for the next decade in six photo-
metric bands, monitoring tens of million AGNs on days-
to-weeks timescale. Roughly 6% of LSST’s total survey
time will be dedicated to providing deeper and higher
cadence monitoring in five deep drilling fields (DDFs).
With proposed almost daily cadence (Brandt et al. 2018)
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Figure 1. An overview of the SBI setup of this work. The simulator includes the accretion disk model and light curve
generation described in Section 2. We train a shallow embedding summary network and masked autoregressive flow (MAF)
density estimator to evaluate the BH parameters (cosine of the accretion disk inclination cos(i), BH mass Mgn, and accretion
rate M) using the 1807 light curve arrays (1 array for time ¢ and 6 arrays for the multiwavelength flux f, each with 180 time
steps) (Section 3.1). We implement the SBI framework on idealized (Section 4.1) and realistic (Section 5.1 and 5.2) simulated

light curves.

and ~3000 X-ray and SED-selected AGN or AGN can-
didates per field (Ni et al. 2021; Zou et al. 2022), LSST’s
DDF will revolutionize accretion disk and AGN research
by providing an unprecedented amount of high quality
light curves.

Another major bottleneck for CRM surveys is the
long computation time associated with traditional lag-
measuring software, especially fitting codes relying on
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods like
JAVELIN (Zu et al. 2011) and CREAM (Starkey et al.
2016). Due to the large number of parameters to model
AGN light curves, these MCMC codes typically take
up to hours to converge for a single target. These tra-
ditional methods will not feasibly deal with the vast
amount of data from future surveys like the LSST.
Many recent works have turned to machine learning and
deep learning techniques to provide more efficient algo-
rithms for AGN science, e.g., modeling AGN variability
(Tachibana et al. 2020), inferring BH parameters (Fa-
gin et al. 2024), and detecting anomalous light curves
(Sanchez-Saez et al. 2021).

In this paper, we propose the use of simulation-based
inference (SBI, Cranmer et al. 2020) with deep learn-
ing to infer SMBH properties in the era of LSST. The
main advantage of SBI is inference speed; once the SBI
model is trained, inference on new data can be drawn

with negligible computation time without retraining the
model (i.e., amortized posterior). In addition, the SBI
model can be trained on different accretion disk and BH
models, making it a flexible framework to compare phys-
ical assumptions. Finally, SBI is particularly efficient for
large, uniform surveys like the LSST DDF, since all light
curves from each DDF will have near identical observing
patterns (e.g., cadence, weather gap, flux uncertainties)
that can be directly integrated into the model training.

As a proof-of-concept, we train our SBI model on
idealized simulated light curves, and then test its in-
ference accuracy and computation speed against other
traditional methods in this paper. Figure 1 shows the
overview of this framework. We describe our simula-
tions in Section 2 and our inference methods in Section
3. The main results are presented in Section 4, includ-
ing the overall performance of SBI and its comparison
with traditional methods. We discuss more realistic and
non-ideal test cases in Section 5 and conclude in Section
6.

2. SIMULATIONS
2.1. Accretion Disk Model

The accretion disk is modeled as a standard optically
thick, geometrically thin disk from Shakura & Sunyaev
(1973), following the simulation setup used in Starkey
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Figure 2. Left panels: The response functions (Equation 6)
in the 6 LSST bands of an AGN with Mpu = 10°Mg, M =
1Mgyr~! and i = 30°. The centroid time delays of each
response function are shown in the vertical lines and labeled
at the top right corner of each panel. Right panels: An
example of the simulated light curves (black dots, from the
second to the last panels). The shaded light curves are the
best fit models (see Section 4.2) from JAVELIN (orange) and
CREAM (blue), and the top panel shows the best-fitted driving
light curve by CREAM. The grey line in each panel shows the
u band light curve as reference. The longer wavelength light
curves are the convolution of the u band light curve and the
response functions.

et al. (2016, 2017). The accretion disk temperature pro-
file T'(r) is determined by two heating mechanisms: vis-
cous heating from the differential disk rotation and irra-

diation from the X-ray corona located above the center
SMBH (Frank et al. 2002), and it is described by:

T(r)4 _ 3GMguM (1 B \/H) n L(1—a)h,
S8mors r 471'0'(1'2 + h12)3/2

(1)
where G is the gravitational constant, Mgy is the
black hole mass, M is the accretion rate, o is the Ste-
fan—Boltzmann constant, L is the bolometric luminosity
and L = nMc? with typical radiative efficiency n = 0.1,
a is the disk albedo, h, is the X-ray corona height, and
Tin 18 the inner most stable circular orbit (ISCO) of the
black hole. Here, we assume r;, = 3r for a non-rotating
SMBH, where r, is the Schwarzschild radius, h, = 6r;

for a X-ray corona relatively close to the center SMBH,
and a = 0. The radiation at a certain wavelength A

from a given radius r on the accretion disk can then be
described using the Planck function:

2hc 1

B)\<)‘5T) = Fe}w/)\k:ﬁ 1 (2>

where h, k, ¢ are the Planck constant, Boltzmann con-
stant, and the speed of light, respectively.

The total flux from the accretion disk at a certain
time ¢ is the integral of the Planck function over the
disk surface:

F(\t) = /B,\(A,T(t —7))dQ (3)

where T'(t — 7) is the disk temperature at the look-back
time 7, i.e., the light traveling time between the variable
irradiation source to the accretion disk at radius of r:

T = C(l—cos@sini) (4)
c

for a flat disk. 6 is the azimuth angle of the reprocessing
location on the accretion disk, and ¢ is the inclination
angle of the disk with respect to the observer (i = 0 for
a face-on disk).

Assuming L(t) is the driving light curve, the integral
in Equation 3 can be rewritten as

Fy(\t) = F(\) + AF(/\)/O Y(TINL({t—T1)dr  (5)

Here, F is separated into a background component F'(\)
and a variable component AF()\), and v is the disk re-
sponse function

Y(T|A) = /dQ%%%é(T -7 (6)

where AQ = rArA6f/D?, with luminosity distance Dy,.
The differentials 0B/0T and 0T /0L can be derived us-
ing Equations 2 and 1. JL/JF introduces a constant
47 to the equation, and the delta function ensures only
the narrow annulus at 7 is contributing to the disk
reprocessing. In practice, we use a narrow Gaussian
distribution with a width of 0.1 days to approximate
the delta function and ensure smoothness of the re-
sponse function. We evaluate the response function up
to 7 = 30 days and normalize the response function
so that > ¢ (r|A\)d7 = 1. The disk response function
is a function of MpyM and i. Figure 2 (left panels)
shows how the response function and centroid time lag
change at different wavelengths for a typical SMBH of
Mgy = 108Mg, and M = IMgyr—! at i = 30°.

2.2. Simulated Light Curves
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The AGN light curves on day-to-week timescales in
the optical wavelength can be modeled by the damped
random walk (DRW, Kelly et al. 2009, 2011; Kozlowski
et al. 2010). DRW light curves are described by two pa-
rameters, the rms variability on long timescale, SFis,
and the damping timescale, Tprw, at which the light
curve becomes uncorrelated. To generate simulated ob-
servations, we first generate a sample of 10,000 mock
BH with uniform distribution of log Mgn, log M, and
cos(i) (see Table 1 for the prior range), and then use
the empirical relations from MacLeod et al. (2010) to
generate the DRW parameters for a driving light curve.
Since the MacLeod et al. (2010) relations are only fit-
ted from the SDSS optical bands, we assume the DRW
parameters for the driving light curve is similar to the
shortest observed wavelength at « band.

Next, we convolve the driving light curve with the
transfer function (Equation 6) to generate w,g,7,4,2,Y
light curves for 180 days on a 1-day cadence with no
gaps as a simplified benchmark example. We will ex-
plore more realistic cadences in Section 5.1. We perturb
each data point with the flux level as mean, and 1%
flux level as standard deviation to simulate 1% measure-
ment uncertainty. This is also a simplified assumption,
the actual measurement uncertainty will depend on the
brightness of the targets and observing strategy of the
survey. Figure 2 (right panels) shows an example of the
driving light curve and the convolved multiband light
curves. For each set of BH parameters, we generate 10
light curve realizations using the same DRW parame-
ters to improve the variety of possible observations for
each set of BH parameters (also known as the data aug-
mentation process), creating a training set of 100,000.
For evaluating the performance of our models, we gen-
erate an independent testing data with 1,000 unique set
of black holes parameters with 1 light curve realization
each and 1% measurement uncertainty.

3. INFERENCE METHODS
3.1. Simulation-based inference

SBI (Cranmer et al. 2020) are inference methods that
compute the posterior by comparing an observation to
simulations, often to solve problems with intractable
likelihoods. In the context of machine learning, SBI
utilizes deep neural networks to “learn” the posterior
distribution from input physical priors and simulated
data generated from a simulator. In this work, the
input physical parameters are BH mass Mgy, accre-
tion rate M , and cosine of the accretion disk inclina-
tion cos(i), and the simulated observation is the daily-
sampled multi-band light curves generated as described
in Section 2.2. For the inference algorithm, we use

the Sequential Neural Posterior Estimation (SNPE, or
Automatic Posterior Transformation, APT, Greenberg
et al. 2019) implemented in the Python SBI toolkit sbi
(Tejero-Cantero et al. 2020).

Due to the high dimensionality of the light curve data,
we first use a long-short-term memory (LSTM, Hochre-
iter & Schmidhuber 1997) embedding network to ex-
tract the light curve features. LSTM is a recurrent neu-
ral network (RNN) architecture that can retain time-
dependent properties of the data by modeling each data
point sequentially using the current time step (short-
term memory) and previous time steps (long-term mem-
ory). Since AGN light curves can be loosely modeled
by autoregressive models, the LSTM network is more
efficient in learning their characteristics than a non-
sequential neural network (e.g., CNN, see Appendix A
for comparison). We opt to use a shallow LSTM network
for the embedding summary net, including one LSTM
layer and one linear layer to map the LSTM outputs
to the chosen number of output features. These fea-
tures are then feed into a neural density estimator to
learn the correlation between the input BH parameters
and the corresponding simulation. We use the Masked
Autoregressive Flow (MAF, Papamakarios et al. 2017)
in sbi, which is a type of normalizing flow designed to
transform simple distributions to complex distributions.
An approximate posterior over the entire trained prior
range is built based on the trained neural network, and
the posterior for a particular observation (i.e., new light
curves) can be drawn without retraining the neural net-
work, which is known as amortized posterior. Figure
1 (middle portion) illustrates the neural network setup
in this paper, and the detailed architecture is listed in
Appendix A.

To determine the best configurations of the neural net-
work, we use optuna (Akiba et al. 2019) to optimize
six hyper-parameters: the width of the LSTM network,
the number of output features from the linear layer,
the numbers of hidden features and layers in MAF, and
the training batch size and learning rate. optuna uses
Bayesian optimization to efficiently search for the opti-
mal hyperparameter setup within the search range by
maximizing the validation probability. Due to the long
training time from SBI, we use only 30,000 light curve
sets from the training set and search over a coarse grid
of the parameters to save time. The tested parameter
range, prior, and the best hyperparameters are listed in
Table 1. Over the completed 30 optuna trials, we find
that the number of LSTM units is the most important
hyperparameter, while the rest of the hyperparameters
do not make a big difference in validation probability,
which is similar for all optuna runs with more than
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Parameter

Prior Range (Step) Prior Distribution Default Best

Simulation Parameters

cos(4) [cos(0), cos(m/4)] Uniform - -
Mg [10°,10'] Log - -
M [1072,10%] Log - -
Neural Network Parameters

LSTM units [16,128] (16) Uniform 64 128
LSTM out [16,128] (16) Uniform 16 48
MAF hidden features [8,64] (8) Uniform 25 48
MAF transforms [8,64] (8) Uniform 10 16
Learning rate [1073,1077] Log  0.005 0.001
Batch size [16,128] (8) Uniform 50 80

o(cos(2)) 0.01 0.01
o(log Mpx) 0.08  0.08
o(log M) 0.08 0.08

Table 1. Simulation and SBI model parameter range and priors. The six hyperparameters optimized with optuna are the
numbers of the LSTM units, output features from the linear layer, hidden features and layers in MAF, and the training batch
size and learning rate. The last three rows show the 1o uncertainty of each BH parameters.

~50 LSTM units. The inference accuracy from the best
optuna model are similar to our default SBI model. For
the rest of the paper (including Sections 4.1, 5.1, 5.2),
we show results using the default SBI parameters listed
in Table 1.

3.2. Traditional Inference Methods

To assess the performance of SBI, we compare our
results with three commonly-used RM methods, the in-
terpolated cross-correlation function (ICCF), JAVELIN,
and CREAM. We briefly describe each method and their
respective parameter setups in this section.

3.2.1. ICCF

ICCF (Peterson et al. 1998) is the most commonly-
used method of measuring lags for RM. ICCF measures
lags by searching for the peak cross-correlation of two
light curves shifted over a grid of time-lags. We im-
plement the ICCF measurements using the code PyCCF
(Sun et al. 2018). We measure the lag using the cen-
troid of the CCF peak, calculated over a search range of
+30days with time steps of 0.2days. We perform 500
Monte Carlo (MC) simulations with the traditional flux
randomization and random subset sampling (FR/RSS)
procedure, and adopt the 50 (16, 84) percentiles as the
measured lag (and its lo uncertainties).

To convert from lag to accretion disk size and BH
parameters, we define the flux-weighted accretion disk
size Ry at wavelength A = Xhc¢/kT, and equation 1
becomes

Xhe 4 3GMBHM(1 + I{)

4 _
= Ak )= 8roR3 ’ @)

where we assume Ry >> r;,. X is the correction fac-
tor that accounts for the different disk annuli that con-
tributed to the emission at A. We adopt X = 2.49 fol-
lowing Fausnaugh et al. (2016). & is the ratio between
external and local heating (the two terms in equation
1). Assuming negligible external heating (i.e., kK = 0),
disk size is a power-law of wavelength

A

et = Ry = Ro(+)”, (8)

Ao
where Ry is the disk size at the reference wavelength
Ao, chosen to be 4000A here. We fix 8 = 4/3 for a thin
disk model, and fit the ICCF lags at each wavelengths
to calculate Mgy M , as Mgy and M are completely de-
generate in Equation 7.

3.2.2. JAVELIN

The code JAVELIN'? (Zu et al. 2011, 2016) assumes the
light curves at longer wavelengths are shifted, stretched,
and scaled versions of a shorter wavelength light curve
(the driving light curve). JAVELIN employs a two-step
MCMC fitting. It first fits the shortest wavelength
light curve with a DRW model to obtain priors for the
DRW parameters (Tprw, SFint), then fits all light curves
for the shared DRW parameters and individual transfer
function parameters for each light curve at longer wave-
lengths. The transfer function is modeled as a narrow
top-hat function with three parameters, lag, width, and
scale. The updated JAVELIN includes a module for con-

! https://github.com/nyel7/javelin
2 https://github.com/legolason/javelin-1
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Figure 3. Evaluation results of testing data. The top row shows the comparison between the true and predicted values,
the middle row shows the distribution of the difference between the true and predicted values, and the bottom row shows the
distribution of the difference between the true and predicted values, normalized by the 1o uncertainties of the SBI posterior.
The red lines in the top row trace the 1:1 relation, the solid (dotted) black lines in the middle and bottom rows denote the
median (and 16, 84 percentile) of the distributions. The blue curves in the bottom panels show the best-fit Gaussian, with the

width of the Gaussian noted in the upper right corner. The trained SBI model can constrain Mpu and M to ~0.08 dex, and

cos(z) to 0.01 (a few degrees in the prior range © = 0 — 45°).
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tinuum RM (Mudd et al. 2018), which fits the best thin
disk model using Equation 8 instead of individual lags
at each wavelength. Similarly, we use Equation 7 to cal-
culate Mpy M using the disk size fitted by JAVELIN. We
use 100 walkers, 500 burn-in steps, and 1000 steps for
the MCMC fitting, and limit the lag range to +30 days.

3.2.3. CREAM/pycecream

CREAM (Starkey et al. 2016) is another MCMC code
developed for CRM. It models a driving light curve at
a very short wavelength and the full response function
(i.e., Equation 6) simultaneously to constrain Mgy M
and ¢. The driving light curve in CREAM is modeled by
a high-order Fourier series, free of the DRW assump-
tion. Since CREAM fit for the full response function, in-
stead of a top-hat transfer function, it is the only tra-
ditional method that can constrain the disk inclination.
Chan et al. (2020) found CREAM is more accurate than
other methods because it consider the more realistic,
skewed transfer function. We run 4 independent chains
for 10,000 steps and visually check the chains for con-
vergence using the Python-implemented pycecream®.

4. RESULTS
4.1. Owerall performance of the SBI model

To evaluate the performance of the SBI model, we
draw 1,000 samples from the approximate posterior dis-
tribution, which is built from the trained neural net-
work, for each light curve in the testing data and take
the median (and the 16, 84 percentiles) as the inferred
parameter values (and their 1o uncertainties). Fig-
ure 3 shows the overall performance of the SBI model.
Since the light curves are generated from MacLeod et al.
(2012) empirical relations, Mgy and M are not fully de-
generate and can be individually constrained. The top
row of Figure 3 shows the true and predicted BH param-
eters in the testing data, and the middle row shows the
distribution of the deviation between the truth and pre-
diction. Both Mgy and M are well-constrained by SBI,
with a scatter of 0.08dex over the entire prior range.
cos(i) is constrained to within £0.01, which is roughly
a few degrees at the prior range (i = 0 — 45°). Finally,
the bottom row of Figure 3 shows the fraction between
the deviation from the true value and the 1o uncertainty
from the posterior. All three curves show a good match
to a Gaussian profile of unity, suggesting the uncertain-
ties are reasonable.

For Bayesian inference algorithms, like MCMC or SBI,
it is difficult to evaluate the algorithms’ robustness with-
out computing the true posterior, which is impossible

3 https://github.com/drds1 /pycecream

to compute for all but very simple physical models.
Simulation-based calibration (SBC, Cook et al. 2006;
Talts et al. 2018) is a tool for validating the inference
robustness by comparing the average posterior distribu-
tion of simulated data to the wide prior range that is
used to generate the aforementioned simulated data. To
perform SBC, we simulate 1,000 light curve sets using
uniform priors across the entire prior range and evaluate
the posterior of each light curve set. If the trained SBI
model is robust, the composite posterior of all test cases
should be same as the uniform prior distribution, as indi-
cated by the Bayes’ theorem. Since the SBI posterior is
amortized, SBC is efficient and only limited by the com-
putation resource needed for generating new simulated
data. In Figure 4, we show the overall rank distribution
comparing the prior and posterior. The uniform dis-
tributions (within the uncertainty denoted in the grey
band) suggest the posterior from the trained model is
not biased or skewed for Mgy and M. The cosine of
inclination cos(i) shows a slightly right-skewed rank dis-
tribution, suggesting there is a systematic underestima-
tion of cos(i), which is expected as cos(i) cannot be over
1.

4.2. Comparison with traditional inference methods

Due to the long computation time of JAVELIN and
CREAM, we compare the SBI results with the traditional
methods using 10 example light curve sets with My =
103Mg, M = 1Mgyr~!, and i = 30°. Since Mpy and
M are degenerate for the thin-disk model (Equation 7),
we compare Mg M for all methods, and 4 for SBI and
CREAM.

Figure 5 shows the Mg M and i posterior distribu-
tions of all 10 example light curves from each method.
We find that ICCF in general produces the least accu-
rate results with large uncertainties, JAVELIN tends to
underestimate MBHM , and CREAM is most accurate in
constraining MgyM and i in all example light curves
among the three methods. There is a small offset in
the estimated MBHM and ¢ between CREAM and the
input value due to small differences in simulation pa-
rameters and numerical calculations. These results are
in agreement with previous studies on lag methodolo-
gies. Jiang et al. (2017) and Yu et al. (2020) showed
ICCF is more likely to fail at measuring lags or produce
large uncertainties compared to JAVELIN, while JAVELIN
can recover lags smaller than the observing cadence by
implementing the more realistic DRW interpolation (Li
et al. 2019). However, JAVELIN only considers top-hat
transfer functions, which is insufficient for high-cadence
light curves for CRM (Chan et al. 2020). Chan et al.
(2020) showed CREAM is the most accurate of all tradi-
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Figure 4. Rank distributions from SBC, from left to right panels are cos(¢), Mg, and M. The grey shaded areas indicate the
99% variance of a uniform distribution, i.e., a well-calibrated inference should only have one bar outside of the grey area. The
SBC test indicates the posterior is robust for Mpr and M and slightly underestimated for cos(z).
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Figure 5. Posterior distribution of MguM and i from SBI
and traditional inference methods. The histograms show
results from 10 different sets of testing light curves with
the same BH parameters, as described in Section 4.2. The
dashed lines show the median of the combined posteriors.

tional methods as it considers the full transfer function
(Equation 6). In this work, we simulate the training
light curves with the full transfer function, so our SBI
model can accurately constrain MgyM as if we fully
modeled the skewed transfer function.

4.3. Computation Time

Each DDF in LSST is expected to monitor thousands
of AGN. Therefore, efficient inference methods are ex-

tremely important to fully realize the scientific potential
of LSST. Here, we provide a rough comparison of the
computation resources needed for each method.

For ICCF, the majority of computation time is spent
on drawing MC realizations to estimate lag uncertain-
ties. Typically, calculating lags between a few photo-
metric bands with 500 realizations will take ~minutes
running on standard personal computers (e.g., Macbook
Pro with M1 chip, 8 cores, and 16 GB memory). The
computation can be easily parallelized for large number
of targets on multiple computers or computing clusters,
so ICCF is still computationally efficient for handling
LSST DDF data. However, for JAVELIN and CREAM, the
MCMC computation may take several hours to converge
for each target, and therefore is no longer feasible for fu-
ture CRM surveys.

For the SBI setup in this paper, the majority of com-
putation time is spent generating the simulated light
curves. It took 100 CPU-hours to generate 10° simula-
tions for this work. The neural network training took
roughly 6 hours for 10° simulations on 1 GPU (NVIDIA
Tesla V100) on the University of Michigan Great Lakes
Cluster. The total evaluation time for the testing data
(1000 light curve sets) is ~30 second on 1 GPU (or ~150
seconds on a 36-core CPU machine), which is a few min-
utes for ~ 3000 quasars in a single DDF. The inference
speed is ~ 10 times faster than ICCF and ~ 10° times
faster than Javelin and CREAM.

5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Filter gaps and interpolation

Time-domain surveys in Astronomy usually have
sparse and irregular time sampling due to survey design,
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Figure 6. Evaluation results of testing data with large filter gaps (Section 5.1). Figure description is the same as Figure 3.
The trained SBI model can constrain Mgu and M to ~0.1dex, and i to < 10 degrees.

bad weather, and technical difficulties. How to inter-
polate light curves and avoid artificial signals from the
observing cadence pattern have always been the main
issues in RM methodologies. ICCF linearly interpolates
light curves onto a evenly-spaced grid before calculating
the cross correlation at each time lag, and the standard
RSS procedure randomly select subsets of data points
to mitigate the effects of light curve sampling. JAVELIN
and CREAM use the DRW model and high-order Fourier

series to model the full driving light curve at high ca-
dences (e.g., 0.1 days) jointly with the BH parameters.
Additionally, the number of overlapping data points and
the auto-correlation of light curves are used to evaluate
if the lags are likely real or aliases in practice (e.g., Grier
et al. 2017, 2019; Homayouni et al. 2020).

A major limitation of ML is that the training data has
to have similar characteristics to the observed data in
order to provide good results. Here, we take a different
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approach to deal with sparse, irregularly-sampled light
curves. Since RM analysis is usually done after each
observing season, the observed baseline will be known
and can be incorporated to the simulated training data.
This is particularly convenient for wide-field surveys like
LSST as thousands of light curve sets from a single
pointing will have identical observing patterns.

While the DDF observing strategy has not been fi-
nalized, the Phase 2 recommendations® from the Survey
Cadence Optimization Committee (SOCC) recommend
the DDF program observe the u, g, 7, i, z, and Y filters
in sequences. Since the filter wheel can fit only 5 filters
at a time, observations of u and z band will alternate, u
band will be observed when lunar illumination is below
40% and z band will be available for the rest of the time.
The details of different cadence, depth, filter swapping
procedures are still being evaluated and could change in
the future.

In this section, we train a new SBI model using sim-
ulated light curves with large gaps in v and z band fol-
lowing the SOCC recommendations. We use the same
training set as in Section 4 but assign the flux value to
-99 in the data gaps, which are identical for all targets.
We train the SBI model using the same neural network
setup and hyperparameters described in Section 3, and
evaluate on the 1,000 testing light curves after apply-
ing the same data gaps. Figure 6 shows the results of
the comparison between the prediction, difference from
truth, and uncertainty level. The SBI model trained
with missing data performs well over the entire prior
range, but the uncertainties are larger than the idealized
benchmark trained without data gaps; My and M are
constrained to 0.1dex, and ¢ is constrained to < 10°.
The computation time for training the sbi model and
evaluating the test data are on the same order as the
original runs on the full light curves. This simplified
test showed that sbi models can yield good parameter
estimations for light curves with large data gaps. We
plan to investigate how different cadence strategy could
affect RM results in future work, including incorporating
realistic flux uncertainties and priors on AGN properties
(e.g., redshift, luminosity function, etc...).

Another approach to deal with missing data in SBI is
to marginalize over possible realizations of the missing
data to create ensemble posteriors (Wang et al. 2023).
For example, one can interpolate the missing data points
with DRW or other stochastic models and evaluate the
posterior multiple times with the trained model. Since
the posterior is amortized, the computation is still more

4 https://pstn-055.1sst.io/

efficient than traditional MCMC methods. Recently-
developed Python packages like celerite (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2020) and tinygp (Foreman-Mackey et al.
2024) also provide fast Gaussian Processes (GP) fitting
framework for fitting AGN light curves with DRW or
other stochastic models. However, we find that this ap-
proach does not work with large data gaps (e.g., 10-20
day gaps in this case), since there are too much miss-
ing data and insufficient constraints from GP fitting
to match the variability signatures of the original light
curves.

5.2. Deviation from DRW

While the DRW model is generally a good approxi-
mation for light curves at days-to-weeks timescales, it
is not clear if AGN variability are DRW at smaller or
longer timescales (Kasliwal et al. 2015; Moreno et al.
2021; Stone et al. 2022). In addition, other physical
processes (e.g., SMBH binaries, tidal disruption events)
may produce additional variability on top of the intrinsic
AGN variability.

In this section, we test the performance of our orig-
inal trained SBI model from Section 4.1 on non-DRW
light curves. We generate three sets of daily-sampled
testing light curves where the driving light curves have
power-law spectral density function (PSD) P o (1/f)?
of varying slopes (8 = 1,2,3). The DRW model has a
broken power-law PSD, with slope of 2 at high frequency
and 0 at low frequency.

Figure 7 shows the predicted Mgy M when evaluating
the non-DRW light curves with the model trained on
DRW light curves. For the g = 1, 2 light curves, Mg M
can be constrained to within ~ 0.08 dex and ~ 0.05 dex
over most of the prior range, though the prediction accu-
racy is lower than the DRW light curves (1o ~ 0.02 dex).
For g = 3 light curves, the MBHM prediction is less ro-
bust (1o ~ 0.2dex), with more outliers in the high and
low MBHM ends and no obvious trends in the deviation
from the truth. This is not solely a problem for SBI. In
traditional MCMC methods like JAVELIN, BH parame-
ters predicted from non-DRW light curves are also less
accurate, as shown in Li et al. (2019).

In Figure 8 (especially for 8 = 3 light curves), we show
that the difference between the prediction and truth is
correlated to the “expected” damping timescale of the
BH parameters. If the variability signature of the non-
DRW light curves are similar to the DRW light curves
with similar “expected” damping timescale, the trained
SBI model can infer the BH parameters by treating the
non-DRW light curves as DRW light curves. Otherwise,
the behavior of the SBI model is hard to predict. In-
terestingly, the prediction accuracy does not correlate
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Figure 8. Accuracy of the MpuM prediction as functions of the “expected” DRW parameters. The color of each point shows
the deviation of MpuM prediction from the truth, and the black points indicate the failed evaluation. The accuracy of the
prediction is correlated with the expected DRW damping timescale, suggesting the neural network has extracted features related

to the damping timescale.

with the “expected” variability magnitude, suggesting
the SBI model has extracted and utilized features corre-
lated with the damping timescale, but not the variability
magnitude.

When the evaluated light curves are too far from the
DRW light curves seen by the trained model, acceptance
rate for the posterior sampling could decrease as samples
lying outside of the prior bounds are rejected. For a
small fraction of the non-DRW test cases, more than
50% of the samples are rejected, which we label as failed
evaluations. Compared to < 1% failed for the idealized
testing data, roughly 16, 15, 11% test cases failed for
the 8 = 1,2, 3 light curves.

For real observations, it is difficult to obtain the
ground truth for calibrating how well the SBI model
perform in different parameter ranges. Therefore, pre-
trained SBI models should not be applied to out-of-
distribution observed data. Nonetheless, if the simple

pre-trained models failed at estimating the posteriors
for many light curves, it would indicate that AGN light
curves might deviate DRW models and alternative AGN
variability model need to be considered. Alternatively,
we can include more variability models in the training
data to ensure the SBI model has been trained on a
variety of variability characteristic.

5.3. A Flexible Framework for CRM

The key to successfully applying SBI to real data is
building a simulation that is as realistic as possible. In
this work, we adopted the simplest setup for the accre-
tion disk geometry, reprocessing mechanism, and vari-
ability characteristics. However, previous wide-field and
intensive CRM campaigns have shown observational ev-
idence that points to more complicated physical picture
of the innermost AGN. While accretion disk profiles typ-
ically follow the wavelength-lag relations predicted by



12 LI ET AL.

the standard optically-thick, geometrically-thin accre-
tion disk model, the size of accretion disks are still uncer-
tain. Jiang et al. (2017) and other intensive CRM pro-
grams (Edelson et al. 2015; Fausnaugh et al. 2016) have
found accretion disks are typically 2-3 times larger than
predicted, whereas the SDSS-RM and OzDES surveys
reported accretion disk sizes consistent with the stan-
dard model (Homayouni et al. 2019; Yu et al. 2020). In
addition, intensive RM programs revealed poor correla-
tion between X-ray and UV /optical variability, suggest-
ing X-ray emission might not the be main driver of the
UV /optical light curves (Starkey et al. 2017; McHardy
et al. 2018; Herndndez Santisteban et al. 2020). Some
observations can be explained by two-step reprocessing
model (Edelson et al. 2017; Gardner & Done 2017; Ak-
iba et al. 2023), heavily obscured geometry of the X-ray
emitting region (Cackett et al. 2023), or complicated
dynamics and gas flows in the accretion disk (Starkey
et al. 2023; Zaidouni et al. 2024). There could also
be additional sources of variability that are not associ-
ated to RM, for example, temperature fluctuations inter-
nal to the accretion disk (Herndndez Santisteban et al.
2020; Neustadt & Kochanek 2022; Stone & Shen 2023;
Neustadt et al. 2024) and SMBH binaries (Chen et al.
2020; Liao et al. 2021).

As the SBI method only requires simulated observa-
tions (e.g., light curves) and their corresponding phys-
ical parameters (e.g., BH parameters) as inputs, it can
be a flexible framework to include alternative physical
assumptions, e.g., accretion disk geometry, reprocessing
mechanisms, and variability characteristics, or draw in-
ference from numerical simulations (e.g., Secunda et al.
2023). A general model can include training data with
various assumptions to improve parameter estimation
over the general AGN population, alternatively, multi-
ple models used to evaluate how well can different as-
sumptions explain the observed AGN light curves.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Using simulated light curves, we demonstrate that SBI
can be an efficient method for estimating BH parameters

in future CRM surveys. In our idealized test case with-
out missing data, the trained SBI model can constrain
Mgy and M to within +0.08 dex and i to a few degrees,
which is as good as CREAM and more accurate than ICCF
and JAVELIN. Due to the nature of amortized posteriors,
SBI is 100x faster than ICCF and 10,000x faster than
MCMC methods. The SBI framework is particularly ef-
ficient for wide-field RM surveys, as the observing strat-
egy can be incorporated into SBI simulations to train a
general SBI model for all light curves.

We also explored more realistic test cases. By incorpo-
rating the planned observing baseline into the SBI train-
ing, we find BH parameters can be constrained better
than using traditional methods for data with large filter
gaps. When the assumptions of the training data are vi-
olated (e.g., AGN variability is not DRW), the posterior
sampling could be less accurate or rejected. If a sim-
ple SBI model failed, it would imply different physical
model for AGN variability and accretion disk geometry.
In the future, we plan to implement realistic observation
strategy and uncertainty in our SBI model, as well as in-
corporating more sophisticated variability and accretion
disk models, with the goal of building an SBI framework
suited for analyzing LSST data. The SBI framework can
also be extended to other RM surveys, including broad-
line region RM and torus RM surveys, to compare sim-
ulation and observed light curves directly.
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ber Center for Theoretical Physics and DOE grant DE-
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grant AST-2009947.
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et al. 2013; Mudd et al. 2018), PyCCF (Sun et al. 2018),
sbi(Tejero-Cantero et al. 2020)

APPENDIX

A. ADDITIONAL SBI CONFIGURATIONS

We experiment with different setups of the embedding summary network and list the evaluation results here. We
use the embedding summary networks to extract features from the simulated light curves (180x7), then the features
are fed into the MAF neural density estimator (described in Section 3.1) to build the approximate posterior. We find
that using embedding summary networks can greatly improve the inference accuracy, and LSTM networks outperform
a basic convolution neural network (CNN) due to its ability to extract time-dependent variability features.
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Name Layer Output Shape # of Parameters o(cos(i)) o(log Mpu) o(log M)
Defualt SBI N/A (Batch, 1260) - 0.10 0.33 0.23
LSTM (19,728) 0.01 0.08 0.08
(last timestep) LSTM (Batch, 1, 64) 18,688

Linear (Batch, 16) 1,040
LSTM (76,336) 0.01 0.08 0.08
(optuna) LSTM (Batch, 1, 128) 70,144

Linear (Batch, 48) 6,192
LSTM (203,024) 0.01 0.09 0.08
(all timesteps) LSTM (Batch, 180, 64) 18,688

Linear (Batch, 16) 184,336
CNN (11,692) 0.06 0.14 0.09

Conv2D (Batch, 6, 180, 7) 156

MaxPool2D  (Batch, 6, 60, 2) -

Linear (Batch, 16) 11,536

Table A1l. Architectures and results from different SBI configurations. The numbers in brackets are the total number of hidden

parameters in each summary network.
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