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Because of the electromagnetic radiation produced during the merger, compact binary coalescences
with neutron stars may result in multi-messenger observations. In order to follow up on the
gravitational-wave signal with electromagnetic telescopes, it is critical to promptly identify the
properties of these sources. This identification must rely on the properties of the progenitor source,
such as the component masses and spins, as determined by low-latency detection pipelines in real
time. The output of these pipelines, however, might be biased, which could decrease the accuracy
of parameter recovery. Machine learning algorithms are used to correct this bias. In this work, we
revisit this problem and discuss two new implementations of supervised machine learning algorithms,
K-Nearest Neighbors and Random Forest, which are able to predict the presence of a neutron star
and post-merger matter remnant in low-latency compact binary coalescence searches across different
search pipelines and data sets. Additionally, we present a novel approach for calculating the Bayesian
probabilities for these two metrics. Instead of metric scores derived from binary machine learning
classifiers, our scheme is designed to provide the astronomy community well-defined probabilities.
This would deliver a more direct and easily interpretable product to assist electromagnetic telescopes
in deciding whether to follow up on gravitational-wave events in real time.

I. INTRODUCTION

The first detection of a gravitational-wave (GW) signal
from a pair of coalescing black holes in 2015 and the first
observation of a coalescing binary neutron star system
two years later have established multi-messenger astron-
omy (MMA) as a powerful tool for the exploration of the
cosmos [1–3]. The third LIGO, Virgo, and KAGRA (LVK)
catalog of transient GW signals (GWTC-3) [4] has shown
that GW astronomy has entered its mature phase, be-
coming a true observational branch of astronomy. MMA
allows scientists to explore in depth the origin and struc-
ture of black holes (BHs) [5–7], neutron stars (NSs) [8–10]
and gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) [11, 12], test general rela-
tivity [13–16], probe the fundamental nature of gravity [17–
19], and measure the evolution of the universe [20, 21].

A wealth of new detections is being amassed to achieve
these science goals [22, 23]. The rate of detections in
LVK’s fourth observing run (O4) is close to one per day
and is expected to further increase in the fifth observing
run (O5) [24]. Over the course of O4 and the next observ-
ing runs, the LVK collaboration will analyze hundreds of
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binary black hole (BBH) and dozens of binary neutron
star (BNS) and neutron star and black hole (NSBH) de-
tections, several of which could be MMA sources. Among
the challenges that this new phase of GW astronomy
brings is the necessity to coordinate the activities of
electromagnetic (EM) and GW observatories in real time.

One of the most interesting areas of study in MMA is
the physics of gravity-matter interaction in GW sources.
Tidally disrupted matter in systems with a NS may form
a high-temperature accretion disk around the BH and
trigger the creation of a prompt EM emission in the form
of a short GRB. If the system ejecta are unbound, r-
process nucleosynthesis may lead to a kilonova [25–30].
These phenomena could also arise in BNS post-mergers
through the expulsion of neutron-rich material even when
tidal forces are weak [31–37]. The presence of a post-
merger matter remnant, which results in an EM signature
or a prompt collapse, is a common factor in all of these
scenarios. Determining the potential of a GW source to
become an EM emitter and enabling coincident observa-
tions of these systems by EM and GW observatories in
low latency are crucial for the success of MMA.

The LVK employs different matched-filtering pipelines
for low-latency GW searches [38–44]. These searches
are based on discrete template banks of compact binary
coalescence (CBC) waveforms that provide, among other
parameters, the component masses and the dimensionless
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(anti-)aligned spins of the objects along the orbital angular
momentum. These parameters can be used to determine
the EM properties of GW candidates in real time through
empirical fits of numerical relativity (NR) simulations [45,
46]. Alerts of candidate GW events that included two
EM-property metrics identifying whether the CBC system
contains a NS, HasNS, and a post-merger matter remnant,
HasRemnant, were issued in third observing run (O3) with
a median latency of the order of a few minutes after
detection. Alerts with similar content continue to be
issued in O4 with even lower latency. Additionally, LVK’s
O4 alerts include a measure of the HasMassGap property,
i.e., the likelihood that one of the source compact objects
has a mass in the lower-mass gap region between NSs and
BHs [47] (see the LVK online user guide [48]).

Classification of GW candidate events in low latency
poses several challenges as the need for accuracy contrasts
with the urgency to issue the information as quickly as
possible. The approach taken by the LVK so far has
been to use a specific implementation of a supervised
KNeighborClassifier (KNN) machine learning (ML) algo-
rithm [49] with input from the detection pipelines and
equation of state (EOS) models to generate independent
HasNS and HasRemnant binary classification scores [50].
The KNN model is trained on a broad set of synthetic
CBC signals injected in real detector noise from the second
observing run (O2). The advantage of this scheme re-
lies on its capability to handle the statistical systematic
uncertainties in the parameters recovered by the search
pipelines. This approach allowed for a marked improve-
ment in speed compared to the semi-analytic effective
Fisher formalism method that was deployed in O2.

In this work, we revisit the problem of the real-time
production of HasNS and HasRemnant probability metrics
with the aim of further improving the latency and per-
formance of the current LVK ML-based scheme [50]. In
the current implementation, the validity of the classifica-
tion outcome for an event is assessed through elements
of the algorithm’s confusion matrix and its Receiver Op-
erating Characteristic (ROC) curve. For example, given
a positive prediction, the LVK collaborations define a
“score” that this prediction is correct as the true positive
rate (TPR) for the given data set. However, there is no
quantity in the algorithm’s confusion matrix that defines
a probability in the strictest sense. A second limitation
of the current HasNS and HasRemnant classification im-
plementation is the fact that the HasNS and HasRemnant
labels are treated as independent variables. In reality, the
probability of the formation of tidally disrupted matter,
i.e. an EM bright event, is always smaller than the prob-
ability of the system hosting a NS. Therefore, the HasNS
and HasRemnant labels cannot be treated as disjoint. In
the current LVK implementation, this physical condition
is data-based rather than being mathematically defined,
i.e., the algorithm potentially allows for violations and the
absence of inversions is only checked a posteriori through
(coarse) parameter sweeps. One of the main purposes of
this work is to go beyond the above scheme and calcu-

late true conditional Bayesian probabilities for HasNS and
HasRemnant.

To achieve this, we design a new classification scheme
and perform a thorough study and comparison of two
ML algorithms. We first implement a definition for condi-
tional HasNS and HasRemnant metrics that incorporates
ab initio the physical requirement that a system with a
post-merger matter remnant must necessarily contain a
NS. Then we calculate Bayesian probabilities for HasNS
and HasRemnant. We also implement a marginalization
procedure over a set of EOS that minimizes possible sys-
tematics arising from the use of a single EOS. Finally, we
test the performance of the scheme and the algorithms on
synthetic O3 signals and confident GW detections from
the latest GWTC-3 catalog.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section II intro-
duces the classification algorithms. Bayesian probabilities
for HasNS and HasRemnant and the labeling scheme are
defined in Sec. III. The data set is described in Sec. III B.
Results and algorithm comparisons are reported in Sec. IV.
Conclusions and future developments are presented in
Sec. V.

II. CLASSIFICATION ALGORITHMS

We consider two alternative algorithms for unsuper-
vised classification: KNN and random forest (RF). These
methods were chosen because of their versatility, ease
of implementation in low-latency, and comparison with
the algorithms currently being used by the LVK (KNN
for HasNS and HasRemnant, RF for HasMassGap). In this
section, we briefly describe the relevant features of the
algorithms and their implementation.

K-Nearest Neighbors

K-Nearest Neighbors is a non-parametric, supervised
algorithm [51, 52] that uses the fact that similar points
in a data set are “near” each other in their parameter
space. When it is applied to classification problems [53],
the algorithm is usually renamed KNN. The algorithm
captures the idea of similarity between points by com-
puting the distance between each point in a training set
and its neighbors according to a pre-determined metric.
Next, it sorts the neighbors in ascending order based on
their distance to the testing point. By choosing the top
K neighbors from the sorted array, KNN assigns the label
to the testing point that corresponds to the most frequent
neighbor.

In this work, we use the open-source Python KNN
implementation of scikit-learn [49]. We fix the algorithm
hyperparameters by cross-validating over the data set and
obtain the highest accuracy. Throughout our analysis we
use K = 8 neighbors, the Manhattan metric, the BallTree
algorithm and the neighbors are weighted by the inverse
of their distance to the event. This configuration differs
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from the LVK’s current implementation, which employs
the Mahalanobis metric and K = 2n + 1 = 11 neighbors,
where n is the number of features. Our configuration is
the optimal choice for the new labeling scheme that is
presented in Sect. III C).

Random Forest

RF is a classification method based on an ensemble
of decision trees. The trees are hierarchical models that
make decisions by recursively splitting the data at the
separation nodes into different categories based on the
values of features. Each tree in the forest is trained in-
dependently. To classify a data point, each tree predicts
a category and the algorithm assigns the one that has
been chosen the most. RF is known for its paralleliza-
tion capabilities, as computations inside each tree are
independent from the rest. An RF algorithm is usually
trained using bootstrapping, a technique that randomly
assigns subsets of the training data set to each tree. This
helps prevent overfitting, as each individual classifier is
not exposed to the same data, and encourages pattern
recognition by studying the same data from different sub-
sets. The model’s performance on the given data set can
be optimized by tuning the input hyperparameters.

In this work, we use the open-source Python RF imple-
mentation of scikit-learn [49]. The main tunable hyperpa-
rameters are the number of trees, the maximum allowed
depth, and the information gain criteria used at splitting.
Similar to KNN, we choose the algorithm’s optimal hy-
perparameters by measuring the accuracy in the testing
set. We use 50 trees in the forest, with a maximum depth
of 15, and the maximum number of features considered in
a node is the square root of the total number of features.

III. PROBABILITY AND LABELING SCHEME

Bayesian probabilities for the HasNS and HasRemnant
metrics can be defined using the results of the KNN and
RF algorithms, namely the fraction of KNN’s neighbors
and RF’s trees that predict a given label. In this section,
we define the probabilities and explain how to derive them
from a data set of simulated signals.

A. Definition of Bayesian Probabilities

Let us define the probability of a system having a NS
(HasNS:TRUE) and being EM bright (HasRemnant:TRUE),
given an event X and the classifier outcome on the
detection pipeline output, AX, as P (HasNS|AX) and
P (HasRemnant|AX), respectively. The classifier outcome
can be understood as a map A : X → AX, where X is a
vector that identifies the output of the detection pipeline
and AX is a vector that uniquely identifies the algorithm’s
output for X.

Since a system can be EM-bright only when
a NS is present in the system, the condition
P (HasRemnant|AX) ≤ P (HasNS|AX) must hold. How-
ever, if the probabilities are calculated disjointly, this
condition may be violated because of statistical and sys-
tematic errors in the pipeline’s reconstructed signal pa-
rameters, as well as bias and limited accuracy of the
ML algorithm. The approach discussed below avoids the
occurrence of this inconsistency.

The ground truth of observed events is un-
known. Therefore, the probabilities P (HasNS|AX) and
P (HasRemnant|AX) cannot be calculated from obser-
vations. However, estimators for P (HasNS|AX) and
P (HasRemnant|AX) can be calculated from synthetic
events under the assumption that these events are a faith-
ful representation of real observations.

Consider a data set of N simulated events X′
i, D =

{X′
i ⊗ L(X′

i)}, where i = 1 . . . N and L is a map from X′

to a vector space that defines labels for the HasNS and
HasRemnant ground truths. According to Bayes’ theorem,
P (HasNS|AX) can be written as

P (HasNS|AX) = P (AX|HasNS)P (HasNS)
P (AX) , (1)

where P (AX|HasNS) is the likelihood of observing the
classifier’s outcome given an event with a NS in the sys-
tem, P (HasNS) is the probability that a system includes
a NS, and P (AX) is the probability of observing the clas-
sifier outcome AX. The probability P (HasNS|AX) can be
approximated as:

P (HasNS|AX) ≃ P (HasNS+|AX′)

= P (AX′ |HasNS+)P (HasNS+)
P (AX′) , (2)

where HasNS+ = L[X′(HasNS:TRUE)] is a label that
uniquely identifies elements in D with positive HasNS
ground truth, X′ is an element in D, and AX′ is
the outcome of the classifier on X′. The probability
P (HasRemnant|AX) can be approximated as:

P (HasRemnant|AX)
= P (HasRemnant|HasNS, AX)P (HasNS|AX)
≃ P (HasRemnant+|AX′′)P (HasNS+|AX′), (3)

where HasRemnant+ = L[X′(HasRemnant:TRUE)] is a la-
bel that uniquely identifies elements in D with positive
HasRemnant ground truth and X′′ = X′(HasNS:TRUE).

To evaluate Eqs. (2) and (3) with an ML classifier,
the synthetic data set is divided into two subsets, D =
DR ⊕ DS . The DR subset is used for algorithm training
and validation. The DS subset is used to estimate the
probabilities. Following customary practice, throughout
this paper we use a 70% – 30% split for DR and DS ,
respectively.

The choice of the labeling scheme and the algorithm’s
outcome depend on the ML algorithm characteristics.
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Throughout this paper we implement a multi-label clas-
sification scheme, where each element in D is classified
into n mutually exclusive categories that uniquely define
the n possible physical states of the system. The classifier
outcome can then be chosen as a two-dimensional vector
space AX′ ⊂ Rn. This scheme allows the calculation of
Eqs. (2) and (3) with a single training process. In the
problem at hand, there are three possible physical states.
A suitable labeling is

L[X′(HasNS:FALSE)] = 0
L[X′(HasNS:TRUE, HasRemnant:FALSE)] = 1 (4)
L[X′(HasNS:TRUE, HasRemnant:TRUE)] = 2 .

With this labeling, HasRemnant+ = 2 and HasNS+ = 1∪2.
Therefore a natural choice for the algorithm outcome is

AX′ = (f1 + f2, f2) ⊂ (f0, f1, f2) , (5)
where f0(X′) = 1 − f1(X′) − f2(X′), f1(X′), and f2(X′)
are the fractions of KNN neighbors or RF trees that
predict the event to have labels 0, 1, and 2, respectively.

The factors on the right-hand side of Eqs. (2) and (3)
can be obtained from DS once the algorithm has been
trained on DR. For example, for the KNN and RF scheme
described earlier, the factors in Eq. (2) can be estimated
as

P (HasNS+) =
NHasNS+

Ns
,

P (AX′ |HasNS+) =
N+

HasNS+(f1 + f2)
NHasNS+

, (6)

P (AX′) =
N+

HasNS+(f1 + f2) + N−
HasNS+(f1 + f2)

Ns
,

where Ns = dim (DS), NHasNS+ is the number of events
in DS with label HasNS+, and N+

HasNS+(f1 + f2) and
N−

HasNS+(f1 + f2) are the number of events in DS that
are correctly and incorrectly classified as HasNS+ by the
outcome f1 +f2, respectively. The first factor on the right-
hand side of Eq. (3) can be evaluated similarly to Eq. (2)
by replacing HasNS with HasRemnant and restricting DS

to elements with HasNS+ label.
The probability estimators are generally noisy because

they are evaluated on a finite data set. Smooth probabil-
ity functions can be obtained by mapping them from the
(0, 1) space to the real line with a logistic function, smooth-
ing them with a Savitzky-Golay filter, fitting them with
Gaussian process regression (GPR), and finally mapping
them back to the (0, 1) space.

Both P (HasNS|AX) and P (HasRemnant|AX) depend
on the EOS that is used to label the synthetic events. As
the true EOS of matter at NS densities is unknown, in
order to minimize the systematics that arise in adopting
a specific EOS we consider a set of 23 different EOS and
marginalize Eqs. (2) and (3) over them. The marginalized
probabilities PM (HasNS|AX) and PM (HasRemnant|AX)
are defined as

PM (I|AX) =
∑

J βJPJ(I|AX)∑
J βJ

, (7)

where I = HasNS or HasRemnant, PJ(I|AX) (J =
1, . . . 23) are the Bayesian probabilities in Eqs. (2) and
(3) calculated from the data set DS with labels assigned
according to the J-th EOS, and βJ are Bayes’ factors [54].
The probabilities PJ(I|AX) in Eq. (7) can be tabu-
lated and used to compute the marginalized probabilities
PM (HasNS|AE) and PM (HasRemnant|AE) for any new
event E with algorithm outcome AE.

B. Data Set

We use a large data set D of simulated BNS, NSBH, and
BBH events that was first used for the space-time volume
sensitivity analysis of the LVK GstLAL search [38–40]
and later employed in Ref. [50]. This allows us to directly
compare the performance of the various algorithms and
the new labeling scheme to the performance of the KNN
algorithm that is deployed in the current LVK observing
run.

The simulated signals are coherently injected in two-
detector data from the O2 LVK observing run. The
injection population is built with uniform/loguniform
distribution of component masses whereas the compo-
nent spins are aligned and injected according to isotropic
distributions. Further details on the waveforms and injec-
tion parameters can be found in Ref. [50]. The data set
D includes approximately 200,000 injected signals that
are recovered by the GstLAL pipeline with a false alarm
rate (FAR) ≤ 1/month. The RF and KNN algorithms are
trained and tested on the injected and recovered intrinsic
source properties (primary and secondary masses and
spins) and on the recovered signal-to-noise ratio (SNR).

C. Labeling Scheme

To label the synthetic data set D = DR ⊕ DS , we
follow the practice in use in the LVK and identify an
event with HasNS:TRUE when at least one of the injected
component masses is less than the maximum NS mass
allowed by the EOS. The value of the maximum NS
mass ranges from 1.922 M⊙ to 2.753 M⊙ across the vari-
ous EOS. The lowest and largest maximum NS masses
correspond to the BHF_BBB2 and MS1_PP EOS, respec-
tively. We will highlight these two cases together with
the SLy EOS, which is the most accepted EOS in the
astrophysics community. We set the HasRemnant label
as HasRemnant:TRUE and HasRemnant:FALSE for BNS and
BBH systems, respectively. The value of the HasRemnant
label for NSBH events depends on the EOS of the NS.
To identify the HasRemnant event class for NSBH sys-
tems, we follow Ref. [50] and apply Eq. (4) from Ref. [46],
colloquially known as the Foucart formula.

The Foucart formula is an empirical fit that predicts
the total mass of the accretion disk, the tidal tail, and the
ejected mass from the final BH. The main parameters
of the fit are the compactness of the NS, the NSBH
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binary system’s symmetric mass ratio, and the normalized
innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO) radius. The tidal
disruption of the NS is affected by the mass and spin of
the BH. A highly spinning, low-mass BH’s small ISCO
allows the NS to inspiral closer to the BH and its tidal
force to tear the NS apart, resulting in matter ejecta. If
the tidal forces are weak or the NS is very compact, the
BH will swallow the NS and there will be no remnant
mass.

Different EOSs have different thresholds for the mass
of the remnant. We label events with inferred masses
less than this threshold as HasRemnant:TRUE. For events
with component masses between ∼ 2.5 and 3.5M⊙, the
stiffness of the EOS is the main factor determining the
HasRemnant label.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we first discuss the performance of the
trained RF and KNN classifiers on the testing data set
DS and use the latter to calculate the Bayesian prob-
abilities PM (I|A). Then we evaluate PM (I|A) on two
independent data sets. The first set includes a population
of simulated CBC events that were injected in the real-
time replay of O3 data and was used for the LVK Mock
Data Challenge (MDC) [55]. The second set contains the
confident LVK O3 detections that are reported in LVK’s
GWTC-3 catalog [4].

A. Performance on the O2 Testing Set

We assess the performance of the classifiers by mea-
suring the TPR and the false positive rate (FPR) of the
events in DS . We present our findings as ROC curves that
illustrate how the TPR varies for various score thresholds
as a function of the FPR.

The HasNS and HasRemnant ROC curves for the KNN
algorithm are displayed in the left and right panels of
Fig. 1, respectively. Figure 2 displays the analogous curves
for the RF classifier. The ROC curves for the 23 EOS are
plotted in gray, with three of them highlighted in color:
BHF_BBB2, the EOS with the lowest maximum mass for
the NS; MS1_PP, the EOS with the largest maximum mass
for the NS; and SLy, which allows for a maximum mass
of 2.05M⊙ and is the standard EOS used in LVK low-
latency investigations [54]. The markers denote different
thresholds for the algorithm scores.

The two classifiers perform consistently across all EOSs.
The TPR for a score threshold of 0.5 is around 0.99 for
both HasNS and HasRemnant. A comparison of the HasNS
and HasRemnant ROC curves for each algorithm shows
that the FPR for HasNS is generally higher than the FPR
for HasRemnant at a given threshold. Thus, the algorithms
typically do a better job in classifying HasRemnant than
HasNS. Separate comparisons of the KNN and RF ROC
curves for HasNS and HasRemnant reveal that at a given

threshold, RF produces slightly higher TPR and lower
FPR than KNN.

B. Bayesian Probabilities for the O3 Sets

After the algorithms have been trained and tested, we
compute the Bayesian probabilities defined in Sec. III A
in terms of their outcomes. Equations (2) and (3) must
be assessed on a data set independent of the training data
set, as stated in Sec. III A. To do so, we employ DS .

The KNN and RF probability estimators are shown
for each of the 23 EOS in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively.
As expected, the HasNS and HasRemnant probabilities
increase with the fractions of KNN neighbors (RF trees).
Local fluctuations in the probabilities are due to noise
arising from the finiteness of the data set.

The probabilities in Figs. 3 and 4 can be tabulated
and used to compute the marginalized probabilities
PM (HasNS|AE) and PM (HasRemnant|AE) as in Eq. (7).
To evaluate the method, we classify the events from the
MDC data set and compute the ROC curves based on
the ground truth using Bayesian probability (rather than
score) thresholds. The ROC curves are shown in Figs. 5
and 6 for KNN and RF, respectively. In contrast to
the O2 data set, the MDC set contains outputs from
four matched-filtering pipelines (GstLAL [38–40], Py-
CBC [41, 56], SPIIR [43], and MBTA [42]). Therefore,
we present separate ROC curves for these pipelines.

In the case of HasNS, KNN yields a TPR between 0.95
and 0.98 and an FPR smaller than 0.20 for a probability
threshold of 0.5 across all pipelines, with the exception
of SPIIR. It is not surprising that our classifier performs
poorly on SPIIR triggers. A similar result has been re-
ported by other investigations [55]. Because the algorithm
was not trained on multiple pipelines, a decrease in per-
formance on triggers recovered by pipelines other than
the training pipeline is to be expected. Even though the
ML algorithms are generally portable across pipelines and
data sets, accurate results critically depend on the train-
ing set’s faithful representation of the observations. In
regard to HasRemnant, KNN yields a TPR around 0.975
and an FPR slightly higher than 0.2 for the same thresh-
old across all pipelines, with the exception of GstLAL.
RF’s results are similar to KNN’s results. The RF ROC
curves for HasNS typically have steeper slopes than for
KNN, resulting in a comparable TPR but a lower FPR
at a given threshold. In the case of HasRemnant, RF per-
forms similarly to KNN for GstLAL but worse for the
other pipelines.

A few interesting results are worth mentioning. On
the MDC set, both algorithms perform better for HasNS
than HasRemnant, whereas on the O2 set, the reverse is
true (see Figs. 1 and 2). KNN performs better than RF
on HasRemnant, but does worse on HasNS. However, on
events recovered by GstLAL, the pipeline on which the
algorithms have been trained, both algorithms exhibit
comparable (high) performance. This seems to indicate
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FIG. 1. ROC curves obtained from the O2 testing data set DS for the KNN classifier (left: HasNS, right: HasRemnant). The
curves for the 23 different EOSs are displayed in gray, with the curves for BHF_BBB2, MS1_PP, and SLy highlighted in red, green,
and blue, respectively. The circle, triangle, and square markers denote score thresholds of 0.1, 0.5, and 0.9, respectively.

FIG. 2. ROC curves obtained from the O2 testing data set DS for the RF classifier (left: HasNS, right: HasRemnant). The curves
for the 23 different EOSs are displayed in gray, with the curves for BHF_BBB2, MS1_PP, and SLy highlighted in red, green, and
blue, respectively. The circle, triangle, and square markers denote score thresholds of 0.1, 0.5, and 0.9, respectively.

that when used with other pipelines, RF is less flexible
than KNN. The conclusions provide more details about
this and a possible explanation for this effect.

Finally, we apply the method to derive Bayesian prob-
abilities for the events in the LVK GWTC-3 catalog [4].
In Table I we report the results for some of the most
significant GWTC-3 events, labeled with their event ID.
The PM (HasNS|AE) and PM (HasRemnant|AE) probabil-
ities for GW170817 and GW190425, the two confirmed
BNS detections are ∼ 1 as expected. The probabili-
ties for GW190426 and GW200115 (NSBH mergers) are
PM (HasNS|AE) ∼ 1 and PM (HasRemnant|AE) < 10−3.
The two remaining significant events with non-zero prob-
abilities are GW190814 and GW190924. These events
were reported as high mass-ratio BBH mergers.

The fact that the system’s component masses differ

greatly from one another can be used to explain why
PM (HasNS|AE) for these events is not zero. In particular,
the discrepancy between RF and KNN for GW190814 can
be understood from the different ways the two algorithms
operate. RF applies hard cuts on decision trees to evaluate
its outcome. KNN looks at the fractions of neighbors
surrounding the event. The detection pipeline returned a
secondary mass compatible with an NS for three of the 23
EOS. However, since the region of the parameter space
close to the mass gap, i.e., the region between high NS
masses and low BH masses, is not well covered in the O2
training data set, KNN overestimates the effect of the
three EOS predicting a secondary mass in the NS region.

Figures 7 and 8 show parameter sweeps in the space
of the binary component masses for the KNN and RF
Bayesian probabilities, respectively. Different rows corre-
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FIG. 3. Left panel: HasNS Bayesian probability curves for the 23 EOS as a function of the fraction of KNN neighbors f1 + f2.
Right panel: HasRemnant Bayesian probability curves as a function of the fraction of KNN neighbors f2. Curves for the BHF_BBB2,
MS1_PP, and SLy EOSs are highlighted in red, green, and blue, respectively. The probabilities show an increasing trend as the
fraction of neighbors increases. Non-monotonic fluctuations are due to the data set’s finite size.

FIG. 4. Left panel: HasNS Bayesian probability curves for the 23 EOS as a function of the fraction of RF trees f1 + f2. Right
panel: HasRemnant Bayesian probability curves for HasRemnant as a function of the fraction of RF Trees f2. Curves for the
BHF_BBB2, MS1_PP, and SLy EOSs are highlighted in red, green, and blue, respectively. The probabilities show an increasing
trend as the fraction of trees increases. Non-monotonic fluctuations are due to the data set’s finite size.

PM (HasNS|AE) PM (HasRemnant|AE)
event ID RF KNN RF KNN

GW170817 0.998 0.989 0.997 0.985
GW190425 0.998 0.989 0.997 0.985
GW190426 0.997 0.985 < 10−3 < 10−3

GW190814 0.042 0.567 < 10−3 < 10−3

GW190924 0.012 0.054 < 10−3 < 10−3

GW200115 0.998 0.989 < 10−3 < 10−3

TABLE I. Bayesian probabilities of a few significant GW
events from the GWTC-3 catalog. GW170817 and GW190425,
GW190426 and GW200115, and GW190814 and GW190924
were determined to be BNS, NSBH, and BBH mergers, re-
spectively. The probability values in the table are rounded to
three decimal figures.

spond to different values of the component spins. Both
algorithms perform in a similar way for PM (HasNS|AE).
However, the parameter sweeps for PM (HasNS|AE) for
KNN are noisier than RF for large primary masses. As
was noted above, the KNN algorithm operates by looking
at the closest neighbors. If neighbors with different labels
are present in the region of interest, the outcome is bound
to be noisy. The RF algorithm applies hard selection cuts
to primary masses. This results in a more uniform prob-
ability. Changes in spin seem to not significantly affect
the outcome. Similar behaviors for KNN and RF can
also be observed in the case of PM (HasRemnant|AE). As
expected from the Foucart formula, PM (HasRemnant|AE)
increases with the primary mass for large primary spins,
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FIG. 5. ROC curves obtained from the O3 MDC data set for the KNN classifier (left: HasNS, right: HasRemnant). The different
LVK matched-filtering pipelines are indicated by different colors (GstLAL: red; PyCBC: green; gold: SPIIR; blue: MBTA). The
results for all pipelines are shown in black. The circle, triangle, and square markers denote probability thresholds of 0.1, 0.5,
and 0.9, respectively.

FIG. 6. ROC curves obtained from the O3 MDC data set for the RF classifier (left: HasNS, right: HasRemnant). The different
LVK matched-filtering pipelines are indicated by different colors (GstLAL: red; PyCBC: green; gold: SPIIR; blue: MBTA). The
results for all pipelines are shown in black. The circle, triangle, and square markers denote probability thresholds of 0.1, 0.5,
and 0.9, respectively.

and the region with PM (HasRemnant|AE) ∼ 1 is included
in the region where PM (HasNS|AE) ∼ 1.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented a new scheme for real-
time classification of GW CBC signals detected by the
LVK detectors. The method uses the output of the LVK
low-latency pipelines to identify whether the GW source
progenitor contains a NS (HasNS) and a post-merger mat-
ter remnant is produced in the merger (HasRemnant).
Estimates of these metrics are included in public alerts
for candidate GW events issued by the LVK. Determin-
ing these metrics in low latency is crucial to enabling

coincident MMA observations of GW and EM signatures.
We have assessed the viability and measured the perfor-

mance of two classifiers, KNN and RF, on two sets of real
detector data augmented with synthetic GW injections
of GW signals that were generated for space-time volume
sensitivity analyses of O2 LVK GW searches [50] and an
MDC real-time replay of O3 data [55].

One important novel ingredient of the proposed scheme
is the computation of Bayesian probabilities for HasNS and
HasRemnant. Until now, the information that has been
passed to astronomers in public alerts has been in the
form of binary classification scores for these metrics. Here,
we provide a method to compute HasNS and HasRemnant
as actual probabilities that the GW source includes a
neutron star and post-merger matter remnant. Therefore,



9

FIG. 7. Parameter sweeps for PM (HasNS|AE) (left panels) and PM (HasRemnant|AE) (right panels) for the KNN algorithm. M1
and M2 are the primary and secondary component masses of the binary. χ1 and χ2 are their effective spins. The SNR is fixed
to 10.

our scheme provides more direct and easily interpretable
information to aid the community of astronomers in de-
ciding whether to follow up on GW candidate events with
EM observatories.

To construct the Bayesian probabilities for HasNS and
HasRemnant, we train and test the classifiers on the O2
data set following the customary 70% – 30% split be-
tween training and testing data. After evaluating the
performance of the classifiers with standard ROC curves,
we use the testing set to generate numerical Bayesian
probability expressions for the models. This minimizes
potential bias that may result from the use of data sets
with different properties while ensuring that the Bayesian
fits are built with data that is independent of the data
used for training the classifiers. The effectiveness of the
Bayesian fits is then evaluated on fully independent data
sets using the O3 set and real detections.

Both our methods outperform the specific KNN algo-
rithm implementation that is currently used in the LVK
low-latency infrastructure when tested on the (GstLAL-

only) O2 set of recovered injections, with RF outper-
forming KNN for both HasNS and HasRemnant. When
tested on the O3 set, both algorithms improve on HasNS
while underperforming on HasRemnant. In this case, KNN
outperforms RF, which exhibits more variation across
different pipelines. If only the injections recovered by
GstLAL are considered in O3, the O3 results of both
RF and KNN are consistent with O2. RF’s performance
on O3 events recovered by other pipelines, on the other
hand, is noticeably lower. This appears to imply that
RF is less portable than KNN across different data sets
and pipelines. The different ways RF and KNN operate,
as well as the different characteristics of the sets, may
explain their behavior.

The RF classifier is a decision tree-based classifier that
sets decision rules by implementing specific cuts (condi-
tions) on input features. The KNN algorithm implements
decision rules by computing the nearest neighbors of in-
put features in the parameter space for the data point
of interest. RF is designed to construct hard boundaries
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FIG. 8. Parameter sweeps for PM (HasNS|AE) (left panels) and PM (HasRemnant|AE) (right panels) for the RF algorithm. M1
and M2 are the primary and secondary component masses of the binary. χ1 and χ2 are their effective spins. The SNR is fixed
to 10.

based on input parameters, whereas the KNN algorithm
is designed to produce an outcome based on differences
between features. As a result, the RF algorithm’s nature
may make it more suitable for classifying events with
HasNS, which is based on a well-defined, hard boundary
between positive and negative outcomes, such as the sec-
ondary mass value. To distinguish between systems with
zero and nonzero post-remnant matter in HasRemnant,
the algorithms must learn Foucart’s fit from the recovered
parameters. Foucart’s formula is dependent on the EOS
under consideration, as well as the pipeline that recovers
the injection. Because RF and KNN are trained on in-
jections that are only recovered by GstLAL, RF is more
affected than KNN.

This work provides an improved scheme to implement
Bayesian probabilities for HasNS and HasRemnant classifi-
cation of candidate events that would be straightforward
to deploy in the existing LVK infrastructure. Our method
can also be easily extended to other properties of GW
signals that are being or may be released in low latency,

such as HasMassGap among other data products. Other
future extensions of this work include improving algo-
rithm training and Bayesian fit estimation with updated
data sets of simulated injections in LVK O4 data gener-
ated with different pipelines and with better coverage of
the mass gap region than the O2 data set. It would also
be worthwhile to investigate the use of additional ML
classifiers that could further improve the process’s accu-
racy, reduce the need for computational resources, and
decrease latency. Finally, a similar infrastructure could
be designed and deployed to aid in the rapid parameter
estimation of pipeline outputs, but with a focus on feature
regression rather than classification. This latter line of
investigation will be presented in a future publication.
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