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Abstract: Gravitational wave detectors aim to measure relative length variations of the order of
∆L/L ' 10−21, or less. Thus, any mechanism that is able to reproduce such a tiny variation can,
in principle, threaten the sensitivity of these instruments, representing a source of noise. There are
many examples of such noise, and seismic and Newtonian noise are among these and will be the
subject of this review. Seismic noise is generated by the incessant ground vibration that characterizes
Earth. Newtonian noise is instead produced by the tiny fluctuations of the Earth’s gravitational field.
These fluctuations are generated by variations of air and soil density near the detector test masses.
Soil density variations are produced by the same seismic waves comprising seismic noise. Thus, it
makes sense to address these two sources of noise in the same review. An overview of seismic and
Newtonian noise is presented, together with a review of the strategies adopted to mitigate them.

Keywords: seismic noise; Newtonian noise; seismic isolation system; noise subtraction

1. Introduction

Current gravitational wave (GW) detectors are sensitive to signals in a frequency
band that ranges between 10 Hz and 10 kHz. Their sensitivity can be affected by several
dominant sources of noise, such as ground motion [1], local terrestrial gravity [2], magnetic
noise [3], thermal [4] and quantum noise [5].

These noises cause a phase variation of the laser light detected at the interferometer
output port in the same way that a passing GW would. If we want to increase the detectors’
sensitivity to GWs, it is necessary to reduce these noises as much as possible.

Seismic noise couples with GW detectors via vibrations transmitted through the sus-
pension system and other isolation systems. On the other hand, seismic noise can also
directly couple with the detector through what is known in GW physics as Newtonian
noise (NN). It is well known from Newtonian physics that a variation in mass density leads
to fluctuations in the surrounding gravitational field. Therefore, a passing seismic wave
that causes density variations will also produce gravity fluctuations, and thus NN.

In the following sections, we will focus on seismic and Newtonian noise. In Section 2,
the origin of seismic noise will be briefly discussed for surface and underground environ-
ments. In Section 3, the technologies adopted to mitigate seismic noise will be discussed.
In Section 4, a brief introduction of NN will be given, together with a description of atmo-
spheric NN (ANN) and seismic NN (SNN). In Section 5, other sources contributing to NN
will be shortly addressed. Finally, the noise subtraction techniques adopted to mitigate NN
will be discussed in Section 6.

2. An Introduction to Seismic Noise in GW Detectors

Ground-based GW detector performance is affected by so-called seismic noise. This
noise affects detector sensitivity in the range 0.1–10 Hz, also undermining the possibility of
operating with a high duty cycle.
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What is seismic noise? In geophysics, seismic noise is used to identify the persistent
and variable ground vibration that can be detected everywhere on the Earth and that
produces a characteristic spectrum.

This kind of vibration is generated by seismic waves travelling through the Earth’s
layers at different speeds and produced by phenomena such as wind, ocean waves, earth-
quakes, anthropogenic sources, etc. Seismic wave speeds can change depending on the
density and the elasticity of the crossed medium, as well as on their depth. Moving from the
Earth’s crust to the deep mantle, the speed increases from a few m/s up to 13 km/s [6,7].

Seismic waves can be classified as body waves and surface waves.

• Body waves include all those waves travelling through the Earth. The density and
stiffness of the crossed material depend on temperature, chemical composition, and
material phase. For this reason, body waves show different velocities with increasing
depth of propagation. They are classified into primary waves (P-waves) and sec-
ondary waves (S-waves). P-waves cause a compression/decompression displacement
along their propagation direction, whereas S-waves produce a shear displacement
perpendicular to their propagation direction. In an earthquake event, S-waves are
slower than P-waves (with a typical speed value of about 60% of that of P-waves).
S-waves can only travel through solid materials. Indeed, fluids (liquids and gases)
do not support shear stresses (see Figure 1). P-waves generate density variations
in the medium, so they produce gravity fluctuations. S-waves, being shear waves,
can instead produce density variations only in presence of some discontinuity (see
Section 4.2).

Figure 1. Body and surface waves [8].

• Surface waves travel on the Earth’s surface and their amplitude decreases exponen-
tially as a function of their depth from the surface. Their speed is slower compared to
the speed of body waves (P and S) and their amplitudes can reach several cm in an
earthquake event. Mathematically, they arise from the interaction of body waves with
a medium discontinuity. They can be distinguished into Rayleigh waves (or ground
rolls) and Love waves. Rayleigh waves produce both longitudinal and transverse
motion of surface particles, generating a retrograde vertical ellipse motion in the
plane normal to the surface and containing the wave’s propagation direction. In a
homogeneous and isotropic half-space, Rayleigh waves have a slightly lower velocity
than S-waves (vR ' 0.9 vS) and are non-dispersive (the velocity does not depend on
the frequency). Instead, if the half-space is composed of homogeneous and isotropic
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layers, the waves become dispersive. The dispersion model has an important impact
on the gravity fluctuations generated by Rayleigh waves (see Section 4.2).
Love wave polarization is perpendicular to the propagation direction and parallel to
the surface. Moreover, these waves have larger amplitudes and speed compared to
Rayleigh waves (see Figure 1). Contrary to Rayleigh waves, they cannot propagate in
homogeneous and isotropic half-space, but they arise in layered mediums, showing a
dispersive model. Being surface shear waves, they do not produce density variations;
thus, they are not a source of gravity fluctuations.

2.1. Seismic Noise: NLNM and NHNM Models

Seismic noise is detected and measured with broad-band seismographs everywhere
on the Earth. The spectral density associated with this noise is modeled approximately by

S( f ) ' α

f 2 (1)

where α depends on the site. For example, the value of α in the Italian site (Cascina, PI)
hosting the Virgo detector is about 10−7 m (Hz)

3
2 .

With the purpose of monitoring variations in the seismic noise spectral density, in
1993, J. Peterson collected and analysed data from 75 seismic stations around the world. He
developed two seismic noise models: the New Low Noise Model (NLNM) and the New
High Noise Model (NHNM) [9]. These models, now commonly used as a reference in the
scientific community, represent the lowest and the highest seismic background spectra that
it is possible to find on the Earth. They were obtained by fitting with straight lines the
lower and the upper envelopes of all the spectra measured.

According to Peterson’s results (Figure 2), it is possible to split the seismic spectrum
into different regions. The region in the 0.05–1 Hz band is dominated by so-called micro-
seismic noise, generated every time atmospheric phenomena such as typhoons, storms,
and climatic variations occur [10,11]. The most energetic seismic waves that comprise
microseisms are Rayleigh waves, but Love and body waves can also contribute.

Figure 2. Square root of the power spectral density of the seismic displacement of Peterson’s New
Low and High Noise Models (NLNM and NHNM), the average of their logarithmic values and
5 times the NLNM .

Microseism signals are non-impulsive, and their amplitudes show strong seasonal
modulation, with maxima during winter seasons (when oceans are stormier) and minima
during summers. Looking at Figure 2, microseismic noise displays two predominant peaks
in the region of 0.05–1 Hz. The weaker peak between 0.05–0.1 Hz is called the “primary
peak” and it is explained by the effect of surface gravity waves in shallow waters. It shares
the same spectral content as the ocean waves. Its source is associated with the energy
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transfer of ocean waves breaking on the coast. The stronger peak between 0.1–1 Hz is
called the “secondary peak” and it is generated by interactions between waves of the same
frequency travelling in opposite directions [12]. It is characterized by twice the frequency
of the ocean waves. This peak generally shows a higher amplitude than the primary one.

At frequencies f < 0.05 Hz, phenomena such as atmospheric gravity fluctuations and
tidal effects (generated by the Sun–Moon gravitational attraction), start to manifest them-
selves in the seismic spectrum, whereas all the vibrations included in the range 1–10 Hz
are classified as anthropogenic noise, i.e., all the noise produced by human activities such
as industrial processes, vehicles, agricultural machinery, wind turbines, etc.

2.2. Seismic Noise in Underground Sites

Seismic classification between low-frequency ( f < 1 Hz) and high-frequency ( f > 1 Hz)
noise is a way to distinguish natural phenomena from human ones. The heterogeneity of
the Earth’s crust influences the microseismic spectrum, decreasing or increasing the spectral
amplitudes at a specific frequency f . At high frequencies, instead, the amplitude of the seismic
spectrum is mainly associated with industrial and transportation activities, but also with
drastic weather changes. Seismic noise in underground locations (as well as surface ones)
depends on the proximity to the coast, urban areas, and on their geological history.

In underground sites, the atmospheric perturbation influence is minimal. The envi-
ronmental conditions are more stable; thus, seismic noise is attenuated with respect to the
surface. Indeed, the energy content of seismic noise is mainly carried by surface waves,
which decay exponentially with increasing depth.

With these considerations in mind, the spectral density of seismic noise in underground
locations (depth > 100 m) can be modelled approximately by

10−9

f 2 m Hz
3
2 (2)

Comparing Equations (1) and (2), it is evident that seismic noise in underground
locations is about 100 times smaller than in surface ones. This can be seen when looking at
the spectral noise profiles measured at 1 Hz in some mines: at Kamioka (the experimental
site of KAGRA) and Sos-Enattos (Sardinia, Italy) we have S( f ) ' 10−9·m√

Hz
, whereas at

Homestake (USA) we have S( f ) ' 1.5·m√
Hz

. These values are close to the NLNM curve:

S( f ) ' 10−10·m√
Hz

(see Figures 3 and 4).
These values—their geological stability and their distance from industrial activities of

underground locations—are the the main reasons why these are considered good candidate
sites for the construction of the Einstein Telescope (ET), a third-generation GW detector.

Figure 3. This figure shows the typical spectral density of the seismic noise displacement measured
in an underground location at Kamioka (red curve) and compared to those measured at the surface
(Tokyo areas). This plot was made using the data shown in Figure 4 in [13].
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Figure 4. This plot shows the spectral density of the seismic noise displacement measured at the
Sos-Enattos mine, compared to those measured near the Central building of Virgo (Pisa, Italy) and at
the former mine of Homestake (Lead, SD -USA). The Homestake seismic profile was reconstructed
using the data shown in the bottom right of Figure 6.10 in [14].

3. Mechanical Attenuators

Suspending optical components represents a crucial task for the construction of GW
interferometers. In fact, the observation of GWs depends on the presence of free-falling
(test) masses in the experimental apparatus. For this reason, the test masses must be well
isolated (i.e., suspended) from ground vibrations in the frequency band relevant to scientific
observations [15].

As discussed in the previous section, seismic noise in the frequency range 0.1–10 Hz
represents one of the main limitations to the target sensitivity of GW detectors. Even in
underground environments, where the seismic noise is lower than at the surface, ground
displacement is eight orders of magnitude larger than that induced by a GW (see Figure 5).

To isolate and suppress the seismic noise transmitted from the ground to the test
masses, a GW detector requires complex mechanical suspensions that are essentially low-
pass filters and that allow one to consider the test masses as free-falling bodies in the
horizontal direction (this is true starting from a few Hz).

Figure 5. Ground displacement measured at the Cascina site (blue curve) and at the Sos-Enattos mine
(red curve) compared to the design sensitivity of the Advanced Virgo detector (AdV). At 10 Hz, the
ground displacement is about eight orders of magnitude higher than the sensitivity of the GW detector.

A free-falling mass can be fairly approximated by suspending it through a simple
pendulum: this solution allows one to filter out the seismic noise that otherwise would
affect the mass.

In order to describe the mechanical response of a simple pendulum to a generic
disturbance, it is important to introduce the concept of a mechanical transfer function. In
the frequency domain, the transfer function of a system is a linear operator that relates the
system’s input (xi(ω)) to its output (xo(ω)):

H(ω) =
xo(ω)

xi(ω)
(3)
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The transfer function of a simple pendulum subject to internal friction can be calculated
starting from its equation of motion:

−Mω2xo = −k(1 + iφ)(xo − xi) (4)

where xi and xo respectively represent the (input) displacement caused by the ground vibra-
tions of the point from which the pendulum is suspended and the (output) displacement of
the suspended mass. M is the suspended body mass, k is the oscillator stiffness, and φ is
the dissipation factor of the system. By taking the ratio between xo and xi and using some
algebra, it is possible to express the mechanical transfer function magnitude as

|H(ω)| =
√

1 + φ2√
(1− ω2

ω2
0
)2 + φ2 (5)

where ω0 is the resonant mode of the system, defined as
√

k
M . The quality factor Q of such

a system is defined as Q = 1
φ .

With reference to Figure 6 (blue curve) and considering a harmonic oscillator with
resonance mode ω0 and quality factor Q, we observe that:

• At frequency ω � ω0, the transfer function is equal to 1 and the force is totally
transmitted from the input to the output;

• When ω = ω0, the applied force to the input determines a continuous transfer of
energy from the input to the output and an amplification of the system motion with a
quality factor Q;

• At frequency ω � ω0, the system behaves as a second-order low-pass mechanical filter.

Figure 6. Mechanical transfer functions of a single (blue curve) and a double pendulum (red curve)
having the same length.

Increasing the number of stages in a mechanical structure represents a good approach
to improving the total attenuation factor of seismic noise at the level of the test masses. In
such a way, the magnitude of the transfer function of a cascade of N harmonic oscillators
(N stages) can be written as

|H(ω)| =
N

∏
i=1

√
1 + φ2

i√
(1− ω2

ω2
0i
)2 + φ2

i

(6)

Above the resonances of the chain, such a system behaves as a low-pass filter of order
2N that is able to inhibit the transmission of the seismic noise to the suspended body.
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3.1. Seismic Isolation Systems

The seismic isolation systems adopted in current GW detectors are based on the idea
of suspending a chain of harmonic oscillators in a cascade to filter out the transmitted noise
at the test mass level in all its degrees of freedom.

To fulfil the detector requirements, during the last twenty years, a great effort has
been made to develop these kind of systems. A few important guidelines were followed:
the normal modes of the pendulum mechanical structures must be confined in the low
frequency region (below 5 Hz); the pre-isolation stage is used as a mechanical support for
the suspension point of the chain, allowing to move it by applying small forces; and finally,
the active isolation platform should provide a good level of seismic isolation.

In the following, we will give a brief description of the seismic isolation system used
in the LIGO, KAGRA, and Virgo systems.

3.1.1. LIGO Seismic Isolation System

The seismic isolation system adopted by LIGO uses a combination of active and passive
stages [16–18]. A conceptual and a CAD model of the BSC (Basic Symmetric Chamber),
which houses the test mass and the transfer function of the quadruple pendulum, are
shown in Figure 7. The BSC chamber, a 4.5 m tall suspension, consists of three cascade
systems. The first system, the active Hydraulic External Pre-Isolator (The HEPI), provides
the first isolation stage. The second system, the Internal Seismic Isolation platform (BSC-
ISI), provides two stages of isolation. The test mass is suspended by 480 micron-fused silica
fibres to a quadruple pendulum. This system shows resonance frequencies ranging from
0.45 to 4 Hz; thus, the isolation from ground vibrations is provided above these frequencies.
Finally, vertical attenuation is provided by maraging steel blades installed in the first three
stages of the quadruple pendulum.

A remarkable attenuation in the microseismic region is achieved through the use of
active controls and noise subtraction techniques [19–22].

Figure 7. Schematic model (a) and technical drawing (b) of the BSC chamber supporting the LIGO
test masses [17]. For completeness, panel (c) shows the quadruple pendulum mechanical transfer
function from the ground to the test mass along the longitudinal degree of freedom. This transfer
function was reconstructed following Figure 5 in [18].
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3.1.2. KAGRA Seismic Isolation System

KAGRA differs from LIGO and Virgo. Indeed, it is the first GW detector built com-
pletely underground with cryogenic technologies [23]. Its suspension concept takes inspi-
ration from the Virgo one and it is called the Type A system. With reference to Figure 8,
it consists of a multi-stage pendulum that is 13.5 m tall. It is based on the second floor of
an underground mine, supported by three inverted pendulum legs (1 m). The payload,
comprising four stages, is installed inside a cryostat and cooled down to 20 K. The vertical
attenuation is provided by triangular maraging blades installed in all the filters present in
the chain, which are called Geometrical Anti Spring (GAS) filters.

The attenuation of the suspension is passive but active controls damp the structural
modes in the 0.07–3 Hz band.

3.1.3. Virgo Seismic Isolation System

Virgo test masses are suspended using the so-called Super-Attenuator (SA), which
is composed of a multi-stage seismic isolation system [24,25]. Referring to Figure 9, it
consists of a pre-isolator, which is a soft inverted pendulum (30 mHz), from which is
suspended a 9.2 m long multistage chain connected by means of a single wire at the center
of mass of each stage. This chain comprises a first filter at the top of the inverted pendulum
(filter 0), four standard filters (the pendulums), and a last filter (Filter 7). Below this is the
marionette, from which the test mass is suspended by 480 micron-fused silica fibres. To
achieve vertical attenuation, the filter chain is equipped with triangular maraging blades
and magnetic anti-springs.

The attenuation of the whole suspension from the ground is passive. Active controls
are used to damp the structural modes (from 0.03–2 Hz).

Figure 8. Panel (a) shows a technical drawing of a Type A system. From top to bottom, the isolation
stages are: the pre-isolator (inverted pendulum and top filter—F0), four GAS filters, and the cryogenic
payload (platform, intermediate-mass, marionette, and mirror) [23]. Panel (b) shows the Type
A mechanical transfer function from the ground to the test mass along the longitudinal degree
of freedom.

For completeness, Figure 10 shows the ground displacement, measured at the Cascina
site, filtered by means of the SA and compared to AdV sensitivity curve. Looking at this
Figure, it is clear that it is thanks to the high-performance suspension system that the
current second-generation GW antennas have been able to improve their sensitivity down
to 10 Hz. The plan for the future third-generation GW detectors, such as ET [26] and
the Cosmic Explorer (CE) [27], is to extend the detection band below 10 Hz. With this
intent in mind, an upgrade of the suspension systems is necessary in order to improve
seismic attenuation in the low frequency band. Other technological improvements such
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as cryogenic-payloads and a Newtonian noise subtraction system (see Section 4) will be
necessary. Moreover, ET is intended to be sensitive down to 2–3 Hz; for this reason, it will
be built underground (see Section 2.2).

Figure 9. Panel (a) shows a technical drawing of the Virgo SA. From top to bottom, the isolation stages
are: pre-isolator (inverted pendulum and top filter—F0), five filters and the payload (marionette and
mirror). Panel (b) shows the SA mechanical transfer function from the ground to the test mass along
the longitudinal degree of freedom.

Figure 10. Ground displacement not filtered (blue) and filtered through the SA (red) compared to the
design sensitivity of the AdV detector.

4. Newtonian Noise

NN has been foreseen since the beginning of the GW detector era [28], and in 1998,
with the contemporaneous works of Beccaria et al. [29] and Hughes and Thorne [30], it was
predicted to become the last sensitivity wall in the low frequency band (<30 Hz) of ground-
based interferometric detectors. However, it is only with the advent of advanced [31] and
third-generation [32] GW detectors that NN will start to threaten their sensitivity and to
become the dominant source of noise in the low frequency band. Indeed, in the forthcoming
observing runs, quantum and thermal noise will be lowered enough to allow NN to become
the dominant noise. For this reason, it will be of utmost importance to reduce NN as much
as possible.

Addressing the NN problem will also be a crucial task for 3rd generation gravitational-
wave detectors, such as ET and CE.

Due to its gravitational nature, NN cannot be physically shielded or reduced without
forcing severe modifications to the already existing infrastructure [30,33]. Therefore, the
best approach to suppress it is through active noise cancellation. This aspect will be covered
in more detail in Section 6.
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The gravity fluctuations induced by a density variations are a simple consequence of
the Newtonian law

δφ(~r0, t) = −G
∫

dV
δ$(~r, t)
|~r0 −~r|

(7)

where $(~r, t) represents a density variation at a position~r and at a time t. G is the gravita-
tional constant. Every mechanism that produces a density variation in the media surround-
ing the test masses represents a source of Newtonian noise. Thus, we can have

δ$seis(r, t) = −∇ · (ρsoil(r)ξ(r, t)) (8)

δ$press(r, t) =
ρ̄atm

γ p̄atm
δpatm(r, t) (9)

δ$temp(r, t) = − ρ̄atm

T̄atm
δTatm(r, t) (10)

where ρsoil(r, t) is the density of the soil; ξ(r, t) is the seismic displacement; patm(r, t) and
Tatm(r, t) are the air pressure and temperature; γ ∼ 1.4 is the adiabatic index; and ρ̄atm, p̄atm,
and T̄atm are the average density, pressure, and temperature of the atmosphere, respectively.
In the next two Subsections, ANN and SNN will be presented in more detail.

4.1. Atmospheric Newtonian Noise

All the phenomena that can perturb the local gravity field on timescales less than
0.5 s are relevant to present and future ground-based GW detectors. Above this value,
their sensitivity is too degraded for NN to be a concern. ANN can be produced by infra-
sound waves (pressure waves) and temperature fluctuations, as well as shock waves and
turbulent phenomena.

Saulson [34] was the first to consider NN produced by atmospheric pressure fluctu-
ations. Creighton [35] analyzed the topic, also discussing the production of NN due to
advected temperature fields, high speed objects, and shock waves. Regarding pressure fluc-
tuations generated by turbulent flow, the first model was made in [36] and then resumed
in [2], in which a complete review of NN is given.

NN produced by infrasound pressure waves can be divided into two contributions:
external and internal. The external contribution is produced by infrasound waves propa-
gating in the atmosphere, which can even be produced by sources far from the detector;
indeed, acoustic waves can propagate for long distances with negligible attenuation in the
atmosphere [37]. Wind turbines are an example of infrasound and seismic noise sources that
should be avoided in the proximity of GW detectors [38,39]. The internal contribution is
instead due to the noise generated by the machinery hosted in the buildings (Virgo/LIGO)
or caverns (KAGRA/ET). This noise must of course be avoided and mitigated as much
as possible. Some studies have been conducted in order to assess its contribution inside
underground caverns [40,41].

Concerning the NN generated by the advected temperature field, some more consider-
ations are necessary. Pockets of warm air are mixed with pockets of cool air by convective
turbulence, but given the timescales we are interested in, we can consider them as frozen
in the atmosphere. However, they can produce gravitational noise when the air flow
transports these pockets past the detector. Creighton [35] calculated the NN induced by
the density fluctuations caused by the advection of these air pockets. The calculation
must involve statistical considerations about the temperature field. Considering a uniform
airflow parallel to the ground, we can see that the NN induced by temperature advection
strongly depends on wind velocity (see Figure 11). In Figure 11 the ANN produced at the
surface is compared with the ET-D sensitivity curve [42]. This shows why building the ET
underground is important; reaching the targeted sensitivity would be very challenging in a
surface location. Going underground would instead reduce the ANN to a level well below
the ET sensitivity curve; indeed, the greater the distance from the source of noise, the lower
the induced NN (see Table 1).
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Figure 11. ANN generated by external infrasound and advected temperature fields at the Earth’s
surface compared with the sensitivity of Virgo foreseen for O4 and with the ET-D sensitivity curve.
The ET curve was plotted only to show that building ET on the surface would lead to the requirement
of reducing ANN generated by infrasound and advected temperature fields of some orders of
magnitude. The ANN produced by infrasound and advected temperature fields were calculated with
the models of [35]. The curves for the NN from advected temperature fields were estimated for wind
velocities of 10 m/s and 30 m/s. The necessary data to plot the NN produced by infrasound fields
were taken from the 75th percentile of Figure 3 in [43].

Table 1. Comparison between the square root of the power spectral densities of the ANN generated
by different mechanisms: h is the depth of the underground interferometer, R is the radius of the
cavern/room, and d is the shortest distance between the test mass and the moving air flow.

NN Type Coupling Factor Condition

External Infrasound ∝ 1/h2 h� cs
4π f

Internal Infrasound ∝ R2 R� cs
2π f

Advected Temperature ∝ e−2π f d/v d� v
2π f

Table 1 shows how the square root of the power spectral density (PSD) of the strain
generated by the different sources of ANN depends on some geometrical parameters such
as the distance of the test mass from the atmosphere (external infrasound), the radius
of a cavern/room (internal infrasound), and the the minimum distance between the test
mass and the air flow (temperature advection). From here, we can easily see that an
underground detector would greatly reduce the influence of ANN on the test masses.
However, for shallow underground detectors, ANN might still need to be reduced. This
can be accomplished by monitoring atmospheric pressure and temperature; however,
monitoring the pressure is quite troublesome. Indeed, the infrasound microphones can
be affected by nearby turbulent flows (also called wind noise) that can mask the signal in
which we are interested [44,45]. This reduces the coherence between two microphones,
thus worsening the capabilities of cancelling the NN (see Section 6).

The LIDAR system is a good candidate to measure pressure and temperature fields,
but its resolution is not yet sufficient [46] for pressure measurements. Indeed, we are
interested in phenomena happening on temporal scales smaller than T = 0.5 s. This means
that for pressure waves we need a spatial resolution smaller than Tcs/2π ∼ 27 m, where cs
is the sound speed in the air ('340 m/s).

The possibility of exploiting cosmic rays showers to monitor atmospheric parameters
such as the temperature or the pressure has been proposed as well [47]; however, this
technique requires a sufficient spatial and temporal resolution (T < 0.5 s) to resolve the fast
changes in the density which could give rise to ANN.
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4.2. Seismic Newtonian Noise

SNN is produced by seismic waves that are able to locally modify the density of the
medium that they are crossing. Rayleigh waves produce density variations through the
characteristic elliptical movement that they induce on particles, whereas P-waves occur
through the compression and decompression of the soil (see Section 2). Concerning S-
waves, we need to be more careful. Shear waves do not produce any density fluctuation
(and thus SNN) in a homogeneous volume, but they can if discontinuities (such as a cavern)
are present. This is an important point for underground detectors, which are hosted in
caverns. The SNN produced by the soil surrounding a cavern of radius a can be written
as [2]:

δabody-waves(0, t) = 4πGρ0

(
2ξP(0, t)

j1(kPa)
kPa

− ξS(0, t)
j1(kSa)

kSa

)
(11)

where δabody-waves(0, t) is the acceleration induced by the SNN at the center of the cavern;
G is the gravitational constant; ξP and ξS are the displacement induced by P- and S-
waves, respectively; ji(x) is the spherical Bessel function of order i; and kP and kS are
the absolute value of the wave vector of P and S waves, respectively. The equation is
obtained by considering a homogeneous and isotropic space with density ρ0 and the
presence of a cavity of radius a. We can note that P-waves contribute to δa with a factor of
2 compared to S-waves. This happens because P-waves contribute to the NN by generating
density variations in two ways: through the compression/decompression of the ground
and through the displacement of cavity walls. S-waves, instead, enter into play by only
generating density variations at the cavity wall discontinuity.

Scattering of seismic waves in the cavern could cause the conversion of P-waves into
S-waves and vice versa. However, in [2] it is shown that in the limit of long wavelengths
(kP,Sa→ 0), one can neglect this scattering.

Rayleigh waves dominate the vertical seismic spectrum at the surface and for this
reason they are the main source of SNN in detectors such as Virgo and LIGO. These waves
are exponentially attenuated underground and contribute less to underground SNN, which
instead is dominated by body waves (see Equation (11)). We can model the SNN produced
by Rayleigh waves for a surface detector with test masses suspended at h m from the
ground as follows [2]:

δaRayleigh(r0, t) = 2πGρ0γ(ν)e−hkρ ξz(0, 0)ei(kρ ·r0−ωt)

 i cos(θ)
i sin(θ)
−1

 (12)

where γ(ν) is a factor determined by the Poisson ratio (i.e. by the elastic properties of the
medium) and its value ranges from 0.5 to 1, and θ is the angle that the horizontal wave
vector kρ forms with the x-axis. We obtain Equation (12) by calculating the gravity potential
induced by a Rayleigh wave, taking its gradient with respect to r0 and solving for a test
mass located above the surface.

However, this model neglects the topology. Indeed, the scattering of seismic waves
from an irregular surface topography can vary the composition of the seismic field, leading
to complex structures that are not completely characterized by surface displacement [48].
Moreover, for a complete SNN estimation of surface detectors, the underground body wave
contribution should also be added to the Rayleigh wave surface contribution.

Rayleigh waves propagating below the surface will generate SNN in an underground test
mass through three main mechanisms: surface displacement, rock compression/decompression,
and cavern wall displacement. We need to coherently add all these effects to obtain their SNN
contribution in the test mass. The PSD of the NN strain induced by Rayleigh waves in an
underground detector is given in Equation (2) of [37]. In Figure 12, seismic noise and NN of
seismic origin are compared with the ET-D sensitivity curve. The estimate for the NN from
Rayleigh waves is calculated using a seismic spectrum lying exactly in the middle between
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the Peterson NLNM and NHNM (see Figure 2). The estimates for the seismic noise and the
SNN from body waves are instead calculated using five times the NLNM. The seismic noise
curve was obtained by filtering the ground motion with the transfer function of the 17 m
tall suspensions envisaged for ET [42]. The SNN from body waves was calculated based on
Equation (11), with a negligible cavity radius compared to the wavelength of the incoming
seismic waves and considering an equal energy partition between the two polarizations of
S-waves and P-waves. Finally, the SNN produced by Rayleigh waves was estimated using
the model of Equation (2) in [37]. However, this estimate must be taken with a grain of salt;
indeed, it strongly depends on the velocity dispersion model of Rayleigh waves, as well as on
the velocities of P and S-waves.

Figure 12. ET-D sensitivity curve compared with the seismic noise and NN of seismic origin. The
seismic noise curve was obtained using a seismic spectrum lying exactly at the midpoint between
Peterson’s NLNM and NHNM (see Figure 2). The same spectrum was used to evaluate the NN
generated by Rayleigh waves. For the NN from body waves, we used 5 times the Low Noise Model
spectrum, as was done in [37].

5. Other Sources of Newtonian Noise

In principle, NN can be generated by any mass displacement. This means that water
flow in underground caverns can also produce such noise. In KAGRA, there can be a large
amount of water flowing in the pipes during spring (approximately 1200 tons of water at
most per year passes through the drainage pipes near the Y-end station [23]). This could
lead to sensitivity limitations of the detector. Indeed, although NN produced by water
compression can be considered negligible, the water surface profile can vary during its flow,
thus leading to a density variation (the same mechanism by which S-waves can produce
NN in presence of a discontinuity). Preliminary models [49] show that NN from turbulent
water flow could limit KAGRA’s sensitivity.

Another possible source of concern is the NN generated by the vibrations of the
cryogenic shielding or by boiling cryogenic liquids. E. Bonilla et al. in [50] studied these
effects in relation to the development of LIGO Voyager [51]. They concluded that these
sources should not constitute a concern since their NN production will lie below the
sensitivity curve of Voyager, as well as that of ET. Structure vibrations will matter only
if they have very high Q-factors that can amplify vibrations. Indeed, in [2] (Section 6.5)
J. Harms shows that the interaction between an oscillating point mass close to the GW
test mass is proportional to the oscillation amplitude, but it is also suppressed by the
relative distance between the two objects. This means that, in order to threaten the detector
sensitivity, the amplitude should be high and the oscillating objects should be very close to
the test mass.
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6. Newtonian Noise Cancellation

Given that NN is generated by fluctuations in the gravity field, we cannot easily
shield the detector from NN fluctuations. Excavating meter-scale recesses around the test
masses would help in reducing nearby density variations and the consequently induced
NN by a factor 2–4: this was shown in [33]. A. Singha et al. evaluated, through numerical
simulations, the NN originating from an isotropic Rayleigh field in Virgo with and without
the recess structure hosting the test masses’ clean rooms. They showed that the presence of
this empty space leads to a reduction of a factor of two in the estimated NN of Virgo. This
result is also supported by the findings of [52], in which seismic data collected in the Virgo
West End Building were used to make a first estimate of the SNN affecting the test mass.
Concerning ET, cavern dimensions should ideally help in reducing SNN. Plotting the P
and S contributions of Equation (11) as a function of kPa shows that if the cavity radius
is 0.4 times the seismic wavelength, then gravity perturbations are reduced by a factor of
two. Translated in terms of cavern dimensions, we see that at 30 Hz (the highest interesting
frequency for the NN) and considering a conservative P-wave velocity value of 4 km/s,
the minimal radius to reduce NN should be of about 50 m [2]. It is clear that such a large
radius is unfeasible for underground caverns. In fact, the high rock stress could lead to
instabilities that might be fatal [53]. For this reason, it is important to think of other more
effective ways to reduce NN both in underground and surface detectors.

Another possible way to reduce both SNN and seismic noise would be the employment
of seismic metamaterials, which should provide seismic cloaking that is able to reduce
the incoming seismic waves [54,55]. This approach, like the previous one, entails major
modifications of the detector infrastructure, so it is not easy to implement in existing GW
detectors. Indeed, this would imply building periodic structures around the test masses
with dimensions of the order of the seismic waves of interest.

The most immediate way to reduce NN in GW detectors is through active noise
cancellation. This method was first suggested by Hughes and Thorne in [30] and then
developed by G. Cella in [56]. Active noise cancellation has already been employed in GW
interferometers to further suppress noise in the instrument [19–21]. In LIGO, for example,
this method is used to actively suppress seismic noise [22].

The basic idea underlying active noise cancellation is to monitor a noise source with
some witness sensors and then use these data as an input to a linear filter to reconstruct
the noise. In the case of NN, this is possible because the seismic displacement and the
induced NN have a linear relationship (see Equations (7) and (8)). The optimal linear filter
is calculated to minimize the square error between the estimated signal (the NN) and the
real signal and it is known as a Wiener filter (WF) [57].

The main issue in NN cancellation is represented by finding the optimal positions of
the N witness sensors in order to maximize the WF capabilities to estimate the SNN. This
can be achieved in the frequency domain, but for the final subtraction of NN from GW
data, the WF will have to be implemented in the time domain. The distinction between
the time-domain WF and the frequency-domain WF lies principally in the fact that in the
frequency domain the information regarding the order of the filter disappears. The WF in
the frequency domain can be expressed as

X̂(ω) = WT(ω)Y(ω) (13)

where both W(ω) and Y(ω) are N-dimensional vectors containing the Fourier transforms
of the WF coefficients and the N witness signals, respectively. The WF is then defined by the
coefficients that minimize the ensemble average of the square error function, E[e∗[ω]e[ω]],
with e[ω] = X[ω]− X̂[ω]:

W = (P̄YY)
−1PXY (14)

where PYYij(ω) = E[Y∗i (ω)Yj(ω)] is the element ij of the N × N matrix of the Cross-PSDs

between the ith and jth witness sensors and it is denoted as P̄YY. PXYi (ω) = E[Y∗i (ω)X(ω)]

is the ith element of the the N-vector of the Cross-PSD between the target signal (the NN in
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the detector) and the ith witness sensor signal; it is denoted as PXY. With this result we can
define the residual as R = E[e∗e]/PXX and obtain

R(ω) = 1−
P†

XYP̄−1
YYPXY

PXX
(15)

where PXX(ω) = E[X∗(ω)X(ω)] is the PSD of the target signal. Note that PXX is a scalar
and it is real (PXX = P∗XX), whereas PXY and P̄YY are a complex vector and a complex
matrix, respectively.

Equation (15) indicates an important point: for effective NN cancellation, correlations
between sensors and between them and the test mass are of the utmost importance, but
until NN is dominated by other noises (in particular thermal and quantum noises, but also
technical noises), evaluating the correlations between the sensors and the test mass strain is
hopeless. For this reason, in order to optimize the seismic array positions, we need to rely
on coupling models between the seismic displacement and the test mass (see Equation (4)
in [52]). The optimal array should be in a configuration that maximizes the correlations
between sensors (the elements of P̄YY). We will come back to this point in the following
Subsection, regarding underground NN cancellation.

Ideally, to perform NN cancellation, it would be sufficient to evaluate the WF coeffi-
cients of Equation (14). However, this should be done in the time domain, thus implying
the inversion of a huge matrix (of the order of NPxNP, since we have to consider also the
filter order, P). This could lead to statistical and numerical errors. A way around this would
be using a gradient descent algorithm to find the WF coefficients, instead of calculating
them through a matrix inversion [58].

In order to perform the cancellation, other sensors rather than seismometers have been
proposed. Concerning surface detectors, we know that they are dominated by Rayleigh
waves, which can be monitored using an array of vertical seismic sensors. However, a
single tiltmeter located under the test mass would be enough to cancel the NN from surface
detectors with the only limitation being its own self-noise [59]. The reason that a tiltmeter
could perform better is that the vertical displacement under a test mass has zero correlation
with the induced NN, whereas the horizontal one correlates in the direction of the test
mass displacement. Using seismic sensors to record the horizontal channel would not help,
since they are affected by the presence of Love waves, which would spoil the correlations.
The tiltmeter, on the other hand, does not have this problem and it could be used for NN
cancellation purposes. The possibility of using a tiltmeter is yet to be investigated for the
underground case, where instead of Rayleigh waves, there are P and S-waves which mix
(see next Subsection).

Another possibility for performing NN cancellation is represented by deep neural
networks. Some preliminary works have already been carried out to check how they could
perform compared to the WF [60] and to reconstruct the underground seismic field [61].

Newtonian Noise Cancellation in Surface and Underground Detectors

They key to good NN cancellation relies in the search for the optimal array, in order
to maximize the WF capabilities to estimate the NN affecting the test mass. Finding
such an array means searching for the array configuration that minimizes the residual of
Equation (15) for a fixed frequency and number of sensors. If the seismic field is isotropic
and homogeneous, this can be accomplished quite easily, especially for surface detectors. In
reality, the seismic field, especially at the surface, is never isotropic and/or homogeneous.
This leads to the need to use seismic data to reconstruct the surface seismic field by building
a surrogate model that will be used to find the optimal array configuration [52]. This has
been achieved for Virgo, leading to the array configuration shown in Figure 13 (left).
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Figure 13. Comparison between the optimal array obtained for the West End Building (WEB) in Virgo
(left) and the optimal array obtained for an isotropic and homogeneous Rayleigh wave field (right).
The blue dots in the left figure represent sensors placed on the tower platform (which is anchored to
the bedrock with pillars), whereas the red dots represent sensors placed on the floor of the building.
The optimal array in the right figure is represented with different values of SNR. The right figure was
taken from [62].

In underground detectors, correlations between seismic sensors are greatly spoiled by
the mixing of P- and S-waves. Indeed, seismic sensors are only sensitive to the displacement
and not to the wave polarization. This means that both P- and S-waves will contribute to
the recorded displacement and, since P- and S-waves are uncorrelated, the correlations
between the sensors will be degraded. Figure 14 shows a comparison of seismic correlations
between the origin and all the other points in the presence of a homogeneous and isotropic
seismic field composed only of P-waves in one case (left) and of a mix of P- and S-waves in
the other case (right).

Figure 14. Left: seismic correlations between the origin and all the other points in the presence of
a homogeneous and isotropic seismic field composed only of P-waves. Right: seismic correlations
between the origin and all the other points in the presence of a homogeneous and isotropic seismic
field composed of 1/3 of P-waves and 2/3 of S-waves (assuming an equal distribution of energy
between the three polarizations: one for P-waves and two for S-waves). Figure taken from [62].

For this reason, the WF in the underground environment will never reach the limit
imposed by the self noise of the sensors since it is already limited by degraded correlations.
This is perhaps the biggest conceptual problem related to NN subtraction in underground
detectors because it implies the need for a higher number of sensors to reach a given NN
reduction level. Finding a way to disentangle P- and S-components would lead to better
performance by the WF (increasing the correlations that could be evaluated separately).
Employing tiltmeters, for example, could help in this, but this is something that remains to
be investigated.

7. Conclusions

In this paper, two forms of noise present in interferometric GW detectors were re-
viewed: seismic and Newtonian noise. Newtonian noise has a seismic noise component; it
follows then that these two forms of noise are intimately connected and, for this reason, it
is natural to address them in the same review.
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Seismic noise and its origin are described in detail and an explanation of how this
noise can affect GW detection and the techniques employed to reduce its effects in current
GW detectors have been provided. Newtonian noise has been described as well: all its
contributors (atmospheric, seismic, and some other contributors) were described together,
along with the main work carried out in the field.

To conclude, we must point out that third-generation GW detectors require particular
care in regard to the design of the suspension system, as well as the design of the Newtonian
noise cancellation system. Indeed, seismic and Newtonian noise can become a limiting
factor for the detector sensitivity in the low frequency band.

Author Contributions: L.T. and F.B. contributed equally. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data needed for some figures were taken from Virgo seismic channels,
from [43,63] and from ORFEUS, the European Infrastructure for seismic waveform data in EPOS [64].

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank Jan Harms, Luciano Di Fiore, and Joris van
Heijningen whose insightful comments helped to improve the paper. They would also like to thank
Rosario De Rosa, who kindly provided the seismic data of Sos-Enattos site shown in Figures 4 and 5,
Kazuhiro Yamamoto, who kindly provided the seismic data to reproduce Figure 3, The Kagra
collaboration and Ayaka Shoda who kindly provided the technical drawing of the Type A system,
shown in Figure 2 of [23] and the data used in Figure 8.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

AdV Advanced Virgo
ANN Atmospheric Newtonian Noise
BSC Basic Symmetric Chamber
CE Cosmic Explorer
ET Einstein Telescope
NHNM New High Noise Model
NLNM New Low Noise Model
NN Newtonian Noise
PSD Power Spectral Density
SA Super Attenuator
SNN Seismic Newtonian Noise
WF Wiener Filter

References
1. Saulson, P.R. Seismic Noise and Vibration Isolation; World Scientific: Singapore, 1994; pp. 127–143.
2. Harms, J. Terrestrial gravity fluctuations. Living Rev. Relativ. 2019, 22, 1–154. [CrossRef]
3. Cirone, A.; Fiori, I.; Paoletti, F.; Perez, M.M.; Rodríguez, A.R.; Swinkels, B.L.; Vazquez, A.M.; Gemme, G.; Chincarini, A.

Investigation of magnetic noise in advanced Virgo. Class. Quantum Gravity 2019, 36, 225004. [CrossRef]
4. Saulson, P.R. Thermal noise in mechanical experiments. Phys. Rev. D 1990, 42, 2437–2445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Heurs, M. Gravitational wave detection using laser interferometry beyond the standard quantum limit. Philos. Trans. R. Soc.

Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 2018, 376, 20170289. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Michael Wysession, S.S. An Introduction to Seismology, Earthquakes and Earth Structure; Jon Wiley and Sons: Hoboken, NJ,

USA, 2009.
7. Shearer, P.M. An Introduction to Seismology; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2012.
8. Seismic Waves. Wikipedia. Available online: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seismic_wave#/media/File:Pswaves.jpg (accessed

on 1 December 2021).

http://doi.org/10.1007/s41114-019-0022-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab4974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.42.2437
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10013112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2017.0289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29661977
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seismic_wave#/media/File:Pswaves.jpg


Galaxies 2022, 10, 20 18 of 19

9. Peterson, J.R. Observations and Modeling of Seismic Background Noise; USG Report; 1993 . Available online: https://pubs.usgs.gov/
of/1993/0322/ofr93-322.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

10. Longuet-Higgins, M.S. A theory of the origin of microseisms. R. Soc. 1950, 243, 1–35.
11. Cessaro, R.K. Sources of primary and secondary microseisms. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 1994, 84, 142–148. [CrossRef]
12. Nishida, K. Ambient seismic wave field. Proc. Jpn. Acad. Ser. 2017, 93, 423–448. [CrossRef]
13. Yamamoto, K.; Kamagasako, S.; Uchiyama, T.; Miyoki, S.; Ohashi, M.; Kuroda, K. Measurement of Seismic Motion at Large-Scale

Cryogenic Gravitational Wave Telescope Project Site. 2010. Available online: https://gwdoc.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/DocDB/0002/T1
000218/001/Kamiokaseis.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021)

14. Meyers, P. Cross-Correlation Searches for Persistent Gravitational Waves with Advanced LIGO and Noise Studies for Current
and Future Ground-Based Gravitational-Wave Detectors. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN, USA, 2018.

15. Saulson, P. Vibration isolation for broadband gravitational wave antennas. Rev. Sci. Instrum 1984, 55, 1315–1320. [CrossRef]
16. Update on Suspension Design for Advanced LIGO. 2012. Available online: https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0001/G0900367/002/G0

900367v2.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).
17. Matichard,F.; Lantz, B.; Mittleman, R.; Mason, K.; Kissel, J.; Abbott, B.; Biscans, S.; McIver, J.; Abbott, R.; Abbott, S.; et al. Seismic

isolation of Advanced LIGO: Review of strategy, instrumentation and performance. Class. Quantum Gravity 2015, 32, 185003.
[CrossRef]

18. Robertson, N.A.; Cagnoli, G.; Crooks, D.R.M.; Elliffe, E.; Faller, J.E.; Fritschel, P.; Goßler, S.; Grant, A.; Heptonstall, A.; Hough, J.;
et al. Quadruple suspension design for Advanced LIGO. Class. Quantum Gravity 2002, 19, 4043. [CrossRef]

19. Driggers, J.C.; Evans, M.; Pepper, K.; Adhikari, R. Active noise cancellation in a suspended interferometer. Rev. Sci. Instrum. 2012,
83, 024501. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Driggers, J.C.; Vitale, S.; Lundgren, A.P.; Evans, M.; Kawabe, K.; Dwyer, S.E.; Izumi, K.; Schofield, R.M.; Effler, A.; Sigg, D.; et al.
Improving astrophysical parameter estimation via offline noise subtraction for Advanced LIGO. Phys. Rev. 2019, 99, 042001.
[CrossRef]

21. DeRosa, R.; Driggers, J.C.; Atkinson, D.; Miao, H.; Frolov, V.; Landry, M.; Giaime, J.A.; Adhikari, R.X. Global feed-forward
vibration isolation in a km scale interferometer. Class. Quantum Gravity 2012, 29, 215008. [CrossRef]

22. Giaime, J.A.; Daw, E.J.; Weitz, M.; Adhikari, R.; Fritschel, P.; Abbott, R.; Bork, R.; Heefner, J. Feedforward reduction of the
microseism disturbance in a long-base-line interferometric gravitational-wave detector. Rev. Sci. Instrum. 2003, 74, 218–224.
[CrossRef]

23. Akutsu, T.; M Ando, M.; Arai, K.; Arai, Y.; Araki, S.; Araya, A.; Aritomi, N.; Aso, Y.; Bae, S.; Bae, Y.; et al. Overview of KAGRA:
Detector design and construction history. Prog. Theor. Exp. Phys. 2021, 2021, 05A101. [CrossRef]

24. Braccini, S.; Barsotti, L.; Bradaschia, C.; Cella, G.; Virgilio, A.D.; Ferrante, I.; Fidecaro, F.; Fiori, I.; Frasconi, F.; Gennai, A.; et al.
Measurement of the seismic attenuation performance of the virgo superattenuator. Astropart. Phys. 2005, 23, 557–565. [CrossRef]

25. Trozzo, L. Low Frequency Performance Optimization and Performance of Advanced Virgo Seismic Isolation System. Ph.D.
Thesis, Università Degli Studi di Siena, Siena, Italy, 2018.

26. Punturo, M.; Abernathy, M.; Acernese, F.; Allen, B.; Andersson, N.; Arun, K.; Barone, F.; Barr, B.; Barsuglia, M.; Beker, M.; et al.
The Einstein Telescope: A third-generation gravitational wave observatory. Class. Quantum Gravity 2010, 27, 194002. [CrossRef]

27. Evans, M.; Adhikari, R.X.; Afle, C.; Ballmer, S.W.; Biscoveanu, S.; Borhanian, S.; Brown, A.D.; Chen, Y.; Eisenstein, R.; Gruson, A.;
et al. A Horizon Study for Cosmic Explorer Science, Observatories, and Community. arXiv 2021, arXiv:2109.09882. Available
online: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2109.09882.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

28. Weiss, R.; Muehlner, D. Electromagnetically coupled broadband gravitational antenna. Final. Q. Rep. Mit Res. Lab. Electron. 1972,
105, 54.

29. Beccaria, M.; Bernardini, M.; Braccini, S.; Bradaschia, C.; Bozzi, A.; Casciano, C.; Cella, G.; Ciampa, A.; Cuoco, E.; Curci, G.; et al.
Relevance of Newtonian seismic noise for the VIRGO interferometer sensitivity. Class. Quantum Gravity 1998, 15, 3339.

30. Hughes, S.A.; Thorne, K.S. Seismic gravity-gradient noise in interferometric gravitational-wave detectors. Phys. Rev. D 1998, 58.
[CrossRef]

31. Acernese, F.; Agathos, M.; Agatsuma, K.; Aisa, D.; Allemandou, N.; Allocca, A.; Amarni, J.; Astone, P.; Balestri, G.; Ballardin, G.;
et al. Advanced Virgo: A second-generation interferometric gravitational wave detector. Class. Quantum Gravity 2015, 32, 024001.
[CrossRef]

32. ET Steering Committee Editorial Team. ET Design Report Update 2020. ET-0007A-20. 2020. Available online: https:
//apps.et-gw.eu/tds/?call_file=ET-0007A-20_ETDesignReportUpdate2020.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

33. Harms, J.; Hild, S. Passive Newtonian noise suppression for gravitational-wave observatories based on shaping of the local
topography. Class. Quantum Gravity 2014, 31, 185011. [CrossRef]

34. Saulson, P.R. Terrestrial gravitational noise on a gravitational wave antenna. Phys. Rev. D 1984, 30, 732–736. doi: 10.1103/
physrevd.30.732. [CrossRef]

35. Creighton, T. Tumbleweeds and Airborne Gravitational Noise Sources for LIGO. arXiv 2008, arXiv:gr-qc/0007050. Available
online: https://arxiv.org/pdf/gr-qc/0007050.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

36. Cafaro, C.; Ali, S.A. Analytical Estimate of Atmospheric Newtonian Noise Generated by Acoustic and Turbulent Phenomena in
Laser-Interferometric Gravitational Waves Detectors. arXiv 2009, arXiv:0906.4844v2. Available online: https://arxiv.org/pdf/09
06.4844.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/1993/0322/ofr93-322.pdf
https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/1993/0322/ofr93-322.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1785/BSSA0840010142
http://dx.doi.org/10.2183/pjab.93.026
https://gwdoc.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/DocDB/0002/T1000218/001/Kamiokaseis.pdf
https://gwdoc.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/DocDB/0002/T1000218/001/Kamiokaseis.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1137923
 https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0001/G0900367/002/G0900367v2.pdf
 https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0001/G0900367/002/G0900367v2.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/18/185003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/19/15/311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3675891
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22380106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.042001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/29/21/215008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1524717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.astropartphys.2005.04.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/19/194002
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2109.09882.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.122002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
https://apps.et-gw.eu/tds/?call_file=ET-0007A-20_ETDesignReportUpdate2020.pdf
https://apps.et-gw.eu/tds/?call_file=ET-0007A-20_ETDesignReportUpdate2020.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/31/18/185011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.732
https://arxiv.org/pdf/gr-qc/0007050.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/0906.4844.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/0906.4844.pdf


Galaxies 2022, 10, 20 19 of 19

37. Amann, F.; Bonsignorio, F.; Bulik, T.; Bulten, H.J.; Cuccuru, S.; Dassargues, A.; DeSalvo, R.; Fenyvesi, E.; Fidecaro, F.; Fiori, I.; et al.
Site-Selection Criteria for the Einstein Telescope. arXiv 2020, arXiv:2003.03434. Available online: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2003.034
34.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

38. Baumgart, J.; Fritzsche, C.; Marburg, S. Infrasound of a Wind Turbine Reanalyzed as Power Spectrum and Power Spectral Density.
J. Sound Vib. 2021, 116310. [CrossRef]

39. Saccorotti, G.; Piccinini, D.; Cauchie, L.; Fiori, I. Seismic Noise by Wind Farms: A Case Study from the Virgo Gravitational Wave
Observatory, Italy. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 2011, 101, 568–578. [CrossRef]

40. Fenyvesi, E.; Molnár, J.; Czellár, S. Investigation of Infrasound Background Noise at Mátra Gravitational and Geophysical
Laboratory (MGGL). Universe 2020, 6, 10. [CrossRef]

41. Badaracco, F.; Harms, J.; Rossi, C.D.; Fiori, I.; Miyo, K.; Tanaka, T.; Yokozawa, T.; Paoletti, F.; Washimi, T. KAGRA underground
environment and lessons for the Einstein Telescope. Phys. Rev. D 2021, 104, 042006. [CrossRef]

42. Einstein Gravitational Wave Telescope Conceptual Design Study—ET-0106C-10. 2011. Available online: http://www.et-gw.eu/
(accessed on 1 December 2021).

43. Posmentier, E.S. 1-to 16-Hz infrasound associated with clear air turbulence predictors. J. Geophys. Res. 1974, 79, 1755–1760.
[CrossRef]

44. Green, D.N. The spatial coherence structure of infrasonic waves: Analysis of data from International Monitoring System arrays.
Geophys. J. Int. 2015, 201, 377–389. [CrossRef]

45. Fiorucci, D.; Harms, J.; Barsuglia, M.; Fiori, I.; Paoletti, F. Impact of infrasound atmospheric noise on gravity detectors used for
astrophysical and geophysical applications. Phys. Rev. D 2018, 97, 062003. [CrossRef]

46. Razenkov, I.I.; Eloranta, E.W. Advances in atmospheric temperature profile measurements using high spectral resolution Lidar.
In Proceedings of the 28th International Laser Radar Conference (ILRC 28), Bucharest, Romania, 25–30 June 2018. [CrossRef]

47. Avgitas, T.; Arnaud, N.; Boschi, V.; Fiori, I.; Katsanevas, S.; Marteau, J.; Paoletti, F. Monitoring Newtonian Noise with CREGOVIA.
VIR-0125A-20. 2020. Available online: https://tds.virgo-gw.eu/?content=3&r=16753 (accessed on 1 December 2021).

48. Andric, T.; Harms, J. Simulations of Gravitoelastic Correlations for the Sardinian Candidate Site of the Einstein Telescope. J.
Geophys. Res. Solid Earth 2020, 125, e2020JB020401. [CrossRef]

49. Somiya, K. Newtonian Noise from the Underground Water. Available online: http://www-kam2.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/indico/
event/3/session/32/contribution/365.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

50. Bonilla, E.; Shapiro, B.; Lantz, B.; Aguiar, O.D.; Constancio, M. Noise requirements of the cryogenic shielding for next generation
cryocooled gravitational wave observatories: Newtonian noise. Phys. Rev. D 2021, 104 122005. [CrossRef]

51. Adhikari, R.X.; Arai1, K.; Brooks, A.F.; Wipf, C.; Aguiar, O.; Altin, P.; Barr, B.; Barsotti, L.; Bassiri, R.; Bell, A.; et al. A cryogenic
silicon interferometer for gravitational-wave detection. Class. Quantum Gravity 2020, 37, 165003. [CrossRef]

52. Badaracco, F.; Harms, J.; Bertolini, A.; Bulik, T.; Fiori, I.; Idzkowski, B.; K Nikliborc, A.K.; Paoletti, F.; Paoli, A.; Rei, L.; et al.
Machine learning for gravitational-wave detection: Surrogate Wiener filtering for the prediction and optimized cancellation of
Newtonian noise at Virgo. Class. Quantum Gravity 2020, 37, 195016. [CrossRef]

53. Evert Hoek, Edwin T. Brown, M.A. Empirical strength criterion for rock masses. J. Geotech. Eng. Div. 1980, 106, 1013–1035.
[CrossRef]

54. Seismic Cloaking for LIGO. LIGO-T1800273–v4. 2019. Available online: http://https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0153/T1800273/0
03/finalReport.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2021).

55. Palermo, A.; Krödel, S.; Marzani, A.; Daraio, C. Engineered metabarrier as shield from seismic surface waves. Sci. Rep. 2016, 6,
39356. [CrossRef]

56. Cella, G. Off-Line Subtraction of Seismic Newtonian Noise; Springer: Milano, Italy, 2000; pp. 495–503. [CrossRef]
57. Vaseghi, S.V. Least Square Errors Filters. In Advanced Digital Signal Processing and Noise Reduction; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken,

NJ, USA, 2006; pp. 166–186.
58. Harms, J. Terrestrial Gravity fluctuations as fundamental sensitivity limit of GW detectors. Living Rev. Relativ. 2020, 22, 6.

[CrossRef]
59. Harms, J.; Venkateswara, K. Newtonian-noise cancellation in large-scale interferometric GW detectors using seismic tiltmeters.

Class. Quantum Gravity 2016, 33, 234001. [CrossRef]
60. Cirone, A. Magnetic and Newtonian Noises in Advanced Virgo: Evaluation and Mitigation Strategies. Ph.D. Thesis, Università

Degli Studi di Genova, Genova, Italy, 2019.
61. van Beveren, V. Seismonet: A Deep Neural Network for NN Prediction. 2021. Available online: https://agenda.infn.it/event/28

070/sessions/20906/#20211110 (accessed on 1 December 2021).
62. Badaracco, F.; Harms, J. Optimization of seismometer arrays for the cancellation of Newtonian noise from seismic body waves.

Class. Quantum Gravity 2019, 36, 145006. [CrossRef]
63. Naticchioni, L.; Perciballi, M.; Ricci, F.; Coccia, E.; Malvezzi, V.; Acernese, F.; Barone, F.; Giordano, G.; Romano, R.; Punturo, M.;

et al. Microseismic studies of an underground site for a new interferometric gravitational wave detector. Class. Quantum Gravity
2014, 31, 105016. [CrossRef]

64. Network IV 1988, Station SENA. 2021. Available online: http://orfeus-eu.org/stationbook/networks/IV/1988/stations/SENA/
2019/ (accessed on 1 December 2021).

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2003.03434.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2003.03434.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2021.116310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1785/0120100203
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/universe6010010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.042006
http://www.et-gw.eu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/JC079i012p01755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/gji/ggu495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.062003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201817601023
https://tds.virgo-gw.eu/?content=3&r=16753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2020JB020401
http://www-kam2.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/indico/event/3/session/32/contribution/365.pdf
http://www-kam2.icrr.u-tokyo.ac.jp/indico/event/3/session/32/contribution/365.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.122005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab9143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/abab64
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/AJGEB6.0001029
http://https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0153/T1800273/003/finalReport.pdf
http://https://dcc.ligo.org/public/0153/T1800273/003/finalReport.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep39356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-88-470-2113-6_44
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41114-019-0022-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/33/23/234001
https://agenda.infn.it/event/28070/sessions/20906/#20211110
https://agenda.infn.it/event/28070/sessions/20906/#20211110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab28c1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/31/10/105016
http://orfeus-eu.org/stationbook/networks/IV/1988/stations/SENA/2019/
http://orfeus-eu.org/stationbook/networks/IV/1988/stations/SENA/2019/

	Introduction
	An Introduction to Seismic Noise in GW Detectors
	Seismic Noise: NLNM and NHNM Models
	Seismic Noise in Underground Sites

	Mechanical Attenuators
	Seismic Isolation Systems
	LIGO Seismic Isolation System
	KAGRA Seismic Isolation System
	Virgo Seismic Isolation System


	Newtonian Noise
	Atmospheric Newtonian Noise
	Seismic Newtonian Noise

	Other Sources of Newtonian Noise
	Newtonian Noise Cancellation
	Conclusions
	References

