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The direct observation of intermediate-mass black holes (IMBH) populations would not only
strengthen the possible evolutionary link between stellar and supermassive black holes, but un-
veil the details of the pair-instability mechanism and elucidate their influence in galaxy formation.
Conclusive observation of IMBHs remained elusive until the detection of gravitational-wave (GW)
signal GW190521, which lies with high confidence in the mass gap predicted by the pair-instability
mechanism. Despite falling in the sensitivity band of current GW detectors, IMBH searches are
challenging due to their similarity to transient bursts of detector noise, known as glitches. In
this proof-of-concept work, we combine a matched-filter algorithm with a Machine Learning (ML)
method to differentiate IMBH signals from non-transient burst noise, known as glitches. In partic-
ular, we build a multi-layer perceptron network to perform a multi-class classification of the output
triggers of matched-filter. In this way we are able to distinguish simulated GW IMBH signals from
different classes of glitches that occurred during the third observing run (O3) in single detector
data. We train, validate, and test our model on O3a data, reaching a true positive rate of over
90% for simulated IMBH signals. In O3b, the true positive rate is over 70%. We also combine data
from multiple detectors to search for simulated IMBH signals in real detector noise, providing a
significance measure for the output of our ML method.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

As stellar evolution models predict, stars with he-
lium core masses in the range ∼ 32 − 64M⊙ are sub-
ject to pulsation pair instability, while stars with he-
lium core masses in the range ≳ 50 − 130M⊙ leave
no remnant due to pair-instability supernovae (PISN)
[1, 2]. Nonetheless, we find intermediate-mass black holes
(IMBH) within this mass gap and beyond, spawning from
∼ 102 − 105 M⊙.
Although Advanced LIGO [3] and Advanced Virgo [4]

gravitational-wave (GW) detectors detected 11 candi-
dates during the first observing run (O1) and the sec-
ond observing run (O2) [5–7], the detection of IMBHs
in GW searches remained elusive until the detection of
GW190521 during the third observing run (O3) [8, 9].
The estimate of the individual source-frame mass compo-
nents of GW190521 was (m1,m2) = (85+11

−14, 66
+17
18 )M⊙,

with a final remnant mass of Mf = 142+28
−16 M⊙ mak-

ing it the first conclusive direct observation of an IMBH

† Corresponding author: melissa.lopez@ligo.org

[10]. Final analyses of O3 data yielded even higher mass
IMBH GW events. In particular, GW190426 190642 [7]
supersedes GW190521 with a final mass of Mf =

172.9+37.7
−33.6 M⊙, while GW200220 061928 [11] has proba-

bly the highest final mass of the second half of O3 (O3b)
Mf = 141+51

−31 M⊙.

The origin of supermassive black holes (SMBHs) of
masses beyond 105 M⊙ remains a fundamental mystery,
despite their presence in nearly every galaxy, including
the Milky Way [12, 13]. Recent observational surveys
with the James Webb Telescope [14] challenge models
of SMBH formation and growth, raising questions about
the origin of seed black holes and the mechanisms en-
abling their rapid growth to supermassive scales. The
PISN mass gap implies that stellar collapse alone may
not account for SMBH formation. A plausible scenario
is the hierarchical mergers of IMBHs, providing a poten-
tial evolutionary bridge between stellar-mass black holes
and SMBHs. [9, 15]. Directly observing IMBH popula-
tions would not only strengthen the proposed evolution-
ary link and unveil the role of the PISN mechanism, but
also serve as a rigorous test of General Relativity, given
the characteristically strong merger and ringdown signals
they produce [16].

Despite falling in the sensitivity band of current GW
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FIG. 1: (Left) Q-transform of a Blip glitch retrieved
from Gravity Spy [34]. (Right) Q-transform of a

gravitational wave (GW) signal from the merger of two
high mass black holes to form an IMBH with total mass

106.6+13.5
−14.8M⊙.

interferometers, GW signals from IMBH mergers are
challenging as few cycles of the signal can be observed
with current ground-based detectors. Initial, GW IMBH
searches were restricted to using the model waveform-
independent algorithm coherent Wave Burst (cWB)[17–
19] and a ringdown templated search [20] in order to
probe the merger-ringdown phase. The improvement of
detector sensitivity at low frequencies in the advanced era
allowed to probe the short inspiral phase with matched-
filtering techniques. Nowadays, state-of-the-art searches
employ the modeled-independent cWB in its IMBH con-
figuration [21–23], and matched-filter-based techniques
using modeled-waveforms [24–30].

Despite the improvement in sensitivity, IMBH searches
are still hampered by non-Gaussian transient burst noise,
known as glitches, that can mask or mimic GW candi-
dates, reduce the amount of analyzable data increasing
the noise floor and affect the estimation of the power
spectral density (PSD) [31–33]. As an example, in Fig.
1 we show the similarities between a Blip glitch and an
IMBH signal. Blips are short glitches (0.2 s) of unknown
origin that have a characteristic morphology of a sym-
metric ‘teardrop’ shape in time-frequency in the range
[30,250] Hz. As we can observe in Fig. 1, Blips have a
similar duration to IMBH signals and intersect the fre-
quency band of these signals.

To enhance the sensitivity of current searches, a inter-
esting approach is to combine them with Machine Learn-
ing (ML) algorithms, fostering a synergistic relationship.

B. Previous work

Through the years, scientists have implemented mul-
tivariate ML methods to enhance conventional searches,
allowing them to more accurately distinguish GW sig-
nals from background glitches. The implemented ML
methods would learn a single feature vector derived from
multi-detector analysis to perform the binary classifica-
tion task. Such applications have proven successful in

the context of binary black holes [35, 36], gamma-ray
bursts [37, 38], and burst searches [39–42]. Nonetheless,
these multivariate methods are not restricted to a single
feature vector; they can also integrate information from
several single-detector analysis [43] and other data rep-
resentations, such as singular value decomposition [44]
to distinguish GW signals from background glitches.

C. Relation to previous work

It may be possible to construct a more comprehen-
sive data structure that fully captures the unique fea-
tures separating GW signals from glitches. While ear-
lier approaches rely on a single feature vector, our
method instead utilizes sets of feature vectors derived
from matched-filtering. This process correlates the in-
put detector data with collections of modeled GW sig-
nals—referred to as templates—which are organized into
template banks.
The key idea is that when we “match” the unknown

detector data s(t) with the templates of a bank, a hand-
ful of templates, say N , will be sufficiently similar to
s(t) within a finite time window ∆t. Associated to each
matching template, the search pipeline will launch several
“triggers”, all flagging the same potential candidate. We
refer to this inherent cluster structure as cluster track,
or simply tracks, inspired by the tracking produced in
particle colliders [45]. Given the morphological time-
frequency differences between glitches and GW signals,
we expect these “clusters of triggers” to exhibit a mean-
ingful structure to differentiate them with ML methods.
We do so by introducing a new statistic: a multivariate
multi-class probability vector, which measures the proba-
bility that each track is generated by either an astrophys-
ical signal or by one of the glitch classes considered.
In this work we use the tracks generated in single-

detector, right after the matched-filtering step. Hence,
to maintain as much information as possible, we repro-
duce the IMBH search of GstLAL during O3 using LIGO
Hanford (H1), LIGO Livingston (L1) and Virgo (V1) [9].
With this information, the ML algorithm learns to dis-
tinguish glitches from simulated IMBH signals in a con-
trolled environment. Afterwards, we use the algorithm
to detect a set of simulated IMBH, performing a back-
ground estimation. This proof-of-concept study demon-
strates that even with a restricted template bank, it is
possible to effectively separate signals from glitches, mak-
ing a potential impact on the accuracy of GW analysis.
It is relevant to to note that while this particular inves-
tigation focuses on IMBH, this method can be extended
to other compact binary coalescence (CBC) signals.
Outline of the paper: In section II we introduce the cur-

rent state-of-the-art matched filtering technique and its
generated tracks. In section III we provide an overview
of the different types of signals employed and the details
regarding the construction of the data sets. In section
IV we describe the multivariate ML model, its input and
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the learning procedures employed to enhance its perfor-
mance. In section V we show the training and evaluation
metrics of the model, as well as the search of simulated
IMBH signals. Finally, in section VII we conclude and
propose avenues for future research.

II. MATCHED FILTERING PIPELINE

As the typical amplitude of a GW signal h(t) is orders
of magnitude smaller than the detector background noise
n(t), sophisticated detection algorithms, or pipelines,
are needed to identify CBC signals. Most of them are
based on matched-filter, which in turn relies on the pre-
cise models of the sources, for instance, employing Post-
Newtonian approaches [46] or the effective-one-body for-
malism [47]. Some examples are the GstLAL-based inspi-
ral [27, 30, 48–50], PyCBC [24, 26, 51–55], MBTA [56, 57]
and SPIIR [58] pipelines. In this work, we use the
GstLAL-based inspiral pipeline, hereafter refered to as
GstLAL, so in the following sections we provide a high-
level overview of some of its particularities.

A. Time-domain matched filtering

The tasks of a matched-filter search is to find a target
signal h(t) given the detector output s(t) = n(t) + h(t).
This is achieved by cross-correlating s(t) with a modelled
waveform hm(t), known as a template. We can define a
time-dependent complex scalar product as [24],

⟨s|h⟩(t) = 2

∫ ∞

−∞

h̃∗
m(f)s̃(f)

Sn(f)
ei2πftdf, (1)

where Sn(f) represents the one-sided PSD, and ·̃
and ∗ denote the Fourier transform and the com-
plex conjugate, respectively. We can also define the
real and imaginary part of the scalar product as
⟨s|h⟩(t) = (s|h)(t) + i(s|h)(t), where we define (s|h)(t) =
ℜ⟨s|h⟩(t). With this definition and given h(t), its nor-

malized time series is ĥ = h/(h|h).
The GstLAL analysis performs matched filtering di-

rectly in the time domain [27, 48]. In accordance with
the notation of [48], and given a time series s(t) and a
normalized complex template hc(t), the output of the
matched-filter technique is a complex time series,

z(t) = (s|hR)(t) + i(s|hI)(t), (2)

where hR and hI are the real and imaginary part of hc(t).
The absolute value |z(t)| of the complex matched filtering
as the detection statistics is usually referred to as signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR),

ρ(t) = |z(t)| =
√
(s|hR)2(t) + i(s|hI)2(t). (3)

The SNR quantifies the “agreement” of the data with a
template and as such, it constitutes the main detection
statistics. A detection can be claimed only if the SNR
exceeds a certain threshold.

B. Template banks

CBC template waveforms depend on the intrinsic pa-
rameters of the source λint, such as the masses (m1,m2)
and z-spins (s1z, s2z) of the binary components, and on
extrinsic parameters λext, which are related to the posi-
tion of the source concerning the observer, such as the
luminosity distance D. Thus, the goal of matched fil-
tering is to maximize the detection statistic, SNR, over
all these parameters. Luckily, for aligned-spin signals,
the effect of the extrinsic parameters can be absorbed
into a constant scale factor and a phase [59] and the
SNR (Eq. 3) maximizes over such extrinsic parameters.
Therefore, we are only left with the maximisation over
the intrinsic parameters which is usually performed by a
brute force approach, where the SNR time-series is com-
puted for a dense grid of modelled GW signals, called
templates, characterized by λint. Templates are gathered
in large template banks, which are usually generated [60]
to achieve a minimal loss of SNR due to the discreteness
of the grid, while keeping a manageable computational
cost.
Different pipelines employ different strategies to cross-

correlate template banks with the output data from the
detector while mitigating glitches. In this work we are
interested in utilizing the product of this cross-correlation
targeting IMBH signals, which are heavily harmed by
glitches due to their short duration and similar frequency
range. For this aim, we employ GstLAL to reproduce the
IMBH search of O3 [9]. We use the IMBH template bank
which uses 44902 templates to cover aligned-spin systems
with total mass M = m1 +m2 in range [50, 600]M⊙ and
mass ratio q = m1

m2
between [1, 10], with both spins in

the range [−0.98, 0.98]. The starting frequency of the
analysis is at 10Hz. For further details the interested
reader can refer to [9].

C. ξ2-statistic

The detector strain contains glitches that can mask or
mimic GW signals, producing large peaks in the SNR
time series. As glitches in the detector could yield large
SNRs, to mitigate them GstLAL also calculates a sig-
nal consistency check, known as ξ2-statistic, whenever it
records an SNR above a certain threshold. This check
is performed by determining the similarity between the
SNR time series of the data and the expected SNR time
series from the real signal within a δt time window around
the peak [48]. Mathematically, the ξ2-statistic is defined
as,

ξ2 =

∫ δt

−δt
|z(t)− z(0)R(t)|2dt∫ δt

−δt
(2− 2|R(t)|2)dt

, (4)

where z(t) is the complex SNR time series, z(0) is its
peak and R(t) is the auto-correlation series between the
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complex template waveform and itself.

D. Triggers

When the SNR associated with a template exceeds a
certain threshold, the GstLAL pipeline records a feature
vector known as a “trigger,” which contains the maxi-
mum SNR, ξ2, masses, spins, and other parameters.

It often happens that multiple triggers from different
templates match the same signal in the data (either of
terrestrial or astrophysical origin). They differ in the
trigger time, as well as SNR and ξ2 values. All such
triggers must be associated with the same candidate and
for this reason, they need to be clustered together to form
a single candidate.

The GstLAL pipeline adopted a simple approach to
solve this problem: the triggers with the largest SNR
peak within the vicinity (±1 s) will be defined as the
cluster centroid and utilized for further analysis2. While
this approach has the benefits of being simple, it discards
many pieces of information, such as the position of the
various triggers within the template bank and their time
ordering. For illustration, Fig. 2 shows the tracks that
“matched” GW190521 during the IMBH search in O3 for
LIGO Livingston (L1). We represent the IMBH template
bank (grey) as a function of the progenitor masses, and
the track is coloured as a function of the maximum SNR
ρ.

Afterwards, each trigger is ranked [30, 61, 62] accord-
ing to its probability of originating from an actual signal.
The goal of the pipeline is then to obtain a list of trig-
gers, ordered by their likelihood Λ to be of astrophysical
origin.

2 Another clustering of triggers is performed at a later stage of the
pipeline. However, this has no importance for our purposes.

30 50 80100 150200 300 500
log(m1)
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40
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150
200
300380
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GW190521
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FIG. 2: IMBH template bank from O3 (grey) as a
function of the progenitors’ masses measured in M⊙

and logarithmic scale. In colour we show the maximum
SNR ρ of the “matching” templates of GW190521 in

LIGO Livingston (L1).

III. DATA

Once we have collected the tracks data we aim to uti-
lize a supervised ML method to differentiate GW from
glitches. Thus, we construct two different data sets: a
controlled data set which contains well-known glitches
and simulated IMBH signals, referred to as known data
set ; and a second data set which contains real GW sig-
nals and other a priori unknown signals, which we use
to construct an accidental background of time shifts (see
Section IIID for details), referred to as unknown data
set. While the first data set is employed to assess the
performance of the method, the second data set is used
to understand the significance of the ML statistic.
In Section IIIA, we describe the simulated IMBH sig-

nals, and the different glitch classes present in the known
data set . In Section III B we describe the clustering pro-
cedure utilized for defining a track. In Section III C we
show the patterns generated by an IMBH simulation and
a glitch through the template bank, and we define the
feature vector associated with the triggers that will be
the input to the multivariate ML model. Lastly, in Sec-
tion IIID we discuss how we construct the accidental
background.

A. Injections and glitches

Here, we describe the simulated IMBH waveforms, and
the six different glitch populations from the data set of
Gravity Spy during O3 in H1, L1 and V1 [33, 34]. As
Gravity Spy is a classification algorithm, it returns a clas-
sification for each glitch. Glitches have been selected with



5

a Gravity Spy confidence level greater than 90%, indicat-
ing that the model is highly confident that the glitches
belong to the assigned class.

The chosen glitch classes encompass both short-
duration (microsecond) and long-duration (second) sig-
nals, which are commonly observed in current ground-
based interferometers and cover a broad frequency range.
We provide a detailed description of each class below and
illustrate the various glitch morphologies in Fig. 3.

• Injections: For this aim we use IMRPhenomD ap-
proximant [63] with masses m1 ∈ [50, 400]M⊙
and m2 ∈ [10, 250]M⊙, and dimensionless spins
χ1, χ2 ∈ [0, 0.99], uniformly sampled within the
specified range with aligned spins. The dis-
tances are uniformly sampled from the range d ∈
[10, 250]Mpc. The inclination is sampled from a
uniform distribution, and the sky-localization is
randomized.

• Blip: these glitches have a characteristic mor-
phology of a symmetric “teardrop” shape in time-
frequency in the range [30, 250]Hz with short-
durations, ∼ 0.04 s [64]. Due to their abundance
and form, these glitches hinder both the unmod-
eled burst and modelled CBC can searches with
particular emphasis on compact binaries with large
total mass due to the short duration of their wave-
forms, among others [65, 66]. Moreover, as their
source is still unknown, they cannot be removed
from astrophysical searches.

• Fast Scattering: they appear as short-duration
arches (∼ 0.2− 0.3 s) in the frequency range [20−
60]Hz. These glitches are strongly correlated with
ground motion in range [0.1−0.3]Hz and [1−6]Hz,
which in turn is associated with thunderstorms and
human activity near the detector. Note that this
class was added during O3, and it is more abundant
in L1 than H1, but not present in Virgo, due to dif-
ferences in ground motion and detector sensitivity
[67].

• Koi Fish: their naming comes from their imagi-
native frontal resemblance to koi fishes. They are
also similar to Blip but typically feature higher-
SNR than the latter, spanning the frequency range
of ∼ 20− 1000Hz.

• Low Frequency Burst: they are short-duration
glitches (∼ 0.25 s) in the frequency range [10− 20]
Hz with a distinctive hump shape at the bottom of
spectrgrams. These occurrences were prevalent in
L1 data during O1 and H1 data in O3a.

• Tomte: these glitches are also short-duration (∼
0.25 s) with a characteristic triangular morphology.
As Blip glitches, their source is unknown, so they
cannot be removed from astrophysical searches.

• Whistle: these glitches have a characteristic V,
U or W shape at higher frequencies (≳ 128 Hz)
with typical durations ∼ 0.25 s. They are caused
when radio-frequency signals beat with the voltage-
controlled oscillators [68].

B. Clustering

In this study, we are interested in exploring the gener-
alization power between the first and second half of the
third observing run, namely O3a and O3b, respectively.
For this aim, we use the known data set from O3a for
training, validation and testing, while the known data
set of O3b is used to test this generalization power. Af-
terwards, we use the unknown data set to construct an
accidental background (see IIID) and assess the signifi-
cance of our ML statistic.
In the following, we describe how the cluster tracks of

these data sets were defined.

- Known data set: Since we know the GPS time
when an Injection or a glitch occurred, we use
it as the centroid of the cluster, tcluster, and we
select a window tw = ±∆t around it. We exper-
imented with ∆t ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1} s to find
the optimal tw of the cluster–these were chosen to
be of length comparable to typical duration of an
IMBH signal. It is relevant to note that while we
experiment with different tw, once the algorithm
has trained with a given tw, this value is fixed for
validation and testing. We provide a thorough dis-
cussion on the selection of optimal tw in Section
VA.

- Unknown data set: Usually clusters have a cen-
troid with the highest ρ, and a set of neighbours
with smaller ρ. For illustration, in the top panel of
Fig. 4 we can observe the SNR of a cluster with
this behavior. In a realistic setting, we do not know
the GPS time of the centroid of the cluster tcluster
a priori, so we define them following a procedure
similar to GstLAL. We order all the triggers ac-
cording to their GPS time. Afterwards, we divide
the whole observing run in windows of ±1 s, start-
ing from the beginning of the run. Within each
window, we select the trigger with maximum ρ as
the centroid, so that tcluster = tmax ρ. As before,
we select tw = ±∆t around tcluster to define the
cluster.

While the methodology outlined above provides a sys-
tematic approach to identifying and analyzing matched-
filtering clusters, it is a simplified approach with several
limitations. One significant caveat is the assumption that
the trigger with the highest SNR within a given window
accurately represents the true centroid of a cluster in the
unknown data set. This approach may lead to inaccu-
racies if multiple signals or glitches overlap within the
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Low_Frequency_Burst Tomte

Whistle

Blip Fast_Scattering Koi_Fish

FIG. 3: Q-transform of GW190521 and example of different glitch classes selected from Gravity Spy at > 90%
confidence in LIGO Livingston (L1) [34].

FIG. 4: A Fast Scattering glitch labelled by Gravity
Spy. (Top) SNR of GstLAL tracks as a function of
time, where each point represents a template. tmin

(orange) and tmax (pink) mark the beginning and end
of the cluster, respectively, while tcluster (red) indicates

its centroid given by Gravity Spy. (Bottom)
Q-transform of the time series containing the Whistle

labelled by Gravity Spy.

window, potentially causing the algorithm to misidentify
the centroid or miss other relevant triggers with slightly
lower SNR. Additionally, the fixed window size, although
optimized for specific signal characteristics like IMBH

signals, might not be ideal for unexpected GW signals
of unknown length, leading to suboptimal clustering in
some cases. These factors could introduce biases or re-
duce the accuracy of the clustering, highlighting the need
for further refinement and validation of the clustering al-
gorithm in future work.

C. Trigger tracks

As we mentioned in Section IID when the SNR as-
sociated with a template is over a certain threshold, it
will produce a trigger with intrinsic parameters λint as-
sociated. In this particular work, we reduce the single-
detector λint associated with the ith template forming
the feature vector ϕi,

ϕi = {ρi, ξi,m1,i,m2,i, s1z,i, s1z,i}, (5)

containing the SNR ρ, the consistency check ξ (see Eq.
4), the masses of the progenitors (m1,m2) and the z-
component of their spins (ξ1, ξ2), respectively. As we
mentioned before, an unknown signal s(t) might have an
associated track , so to illustrate this scenario we show in
Fig. 5 the tracks generated by an Injection (Fig. 5a)
and a Blip glitch (Fig. 5b) projected in the mass and
SNR space. We show the O3 IMBH template bank as a
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function of the progenitor masses m1 and m2, where ev-
ery dot represents a template. We also colour the tracks,
where their colour is related to the maximum SNR, ρ. As
we can see in Fig. 5a, the Injection matches a concrete
space in the low-mass region at ρ ∼ 10, and a slightly
sparse space in the higher-mass region at ρ ∼ 20. On the
other hand, in Fig. 5b the templates matching the Blip
glitch are at ρ ∼ 12, being sparse in the progenitor mass
dimension. Assuming that the distribution of GW and
glitch tracks possess distinct underlying features, we can
employ ML methods to differentiate them.

D. Time shift and false alarm rate

Our model will compute a certain statistic Λ∗ for the
tracks obtained from matched filtering the detector data.
We refer to this resulting distribution as foreground. It is
challenging to assess if single-detector tracks have astro-
nomical or terrestrial origin, but time-coincident signals
in multiple detectors thousands of kilometers apart are
more likely to be astronomical.

To assess the significance of our foreground, we need
to compare it with an noise-only distribution, referred to
as background. The background tracks time-coincident is
multiple detectors must be uncorrelated, so we can use
the time-sliding technique, which time-shifts the detec-
tors with respect each other. Subsequently, the coinci-
dent triggers observed in the time-shifted data will serve
as the background triggers, which are accidental coinci-
dences and not due to actual astrophysical events.

To increase the significance of our foreground trigger,
we need to compare it with an extensive population of
background triggers. Hence, we make the process of time-
sliding the data ∆tl iterative by defining the time shift
Tl ≡ l∆tl, where l is known as lag. When l = 0 we re-
cover the foreground, which is also known as zero-lag. A
relevant quantity is the total observing time of the fore-
ground or search time Tf , and the total observing time
of the background Tb. In our setup, for the lth time-shift
Tf > Tb,l, since the overlap between detectors will de-
crease with increasing offsets. Nonetheless, it is possible
to perform time shifts on a ring, where data that slides
past the end of the segment is placed at the beginning.
Note that even in this scenario, time shifts will result in
different durations due to gaps in the data. To achieve
a significant estimation of the background we would per-

form L time shifts, such that Tf ≪ Tb =
∑L

l=1 Tb,l.
To assess the significance of our track with statistic Λ∗

from the foreground, we compare it with tracks produced
within the background, known as false alarms. We can
define the false alarm probability PF , as the probability
of obtaining j ≥ 1 triggers with a statistic Λ ≥ Λ∗ within
the background, during the time of the search Tf ,

PF (j ≥ 1|F(Λ∗), Tf ) = 1− e−F(Λ∗)Tf , (6)

where F(Λ∗) is called the false alarm rate (FAR) of a

trigger with statistic Λ∗. For our purposes, we will com-
pute the FAR using the following estimator:

F̃(Λ∗) =

∑L
l=i N̂l(Λ ≥ Λ∗)

Tb
, (7)

where N̂l represents the false alarms of the lth time-shift,
i.e. the number of background triggers within the lth

time-shift with statistic Λ ≥ Λ∗. As before, Tb is the
total background time. It is relevant to note that for
each slide the duration of Tb,l will vary, so we define the

effective number of slides Ñ ≡ Tb/Tf , so that

F̃(Λ∗) =

∑L
l=i N̂l(Λ ≥ Λ∗)

TbTf/Tf

=
N̂(Λ ≥ Λ∗)

Tf Ñ
=

N(Λ ≥ Λ∗)

Tf
.

(8)

We define N̂(Λ ≥ Λ∗) as the total number of back-
ground triggers with Λ ≥ Λ∗ in all time shifts, while
N(Λ ≥ Λ∗) is the average number of false alarms in a
single experiment with a Tf duration.
Since the offsets of the time shifts should be large

enough that each slide can be thought of as an inde-
pendent experiment, we chose to slide L1 in steps of 3 s,
and V1 in steps of 6 s with respect to H1, which is fixed.
We performed enough time shifts to produce 1, 000 yr of
data in triple detector coincidence. Afterwards, the time
shifts are binned according to their coincidence type and
their time of background.
To minimize the number of false positives, the types

of detector time coincidences analyzed in this work are
either double or triple. Using Eq. 8, it is necessary to
properly measure the time of the search Ts and the time
of the background Tb. If we are measuring the time in
double-time coincidence, for example, between H1 and
L1, it would imply that V1 was down at that time (no
V1). Otherwise, if all detectors record data simultane-
ously, it is considered a triple-time coincidence. In Table I
we can see an overview of the time of the search Ts. Since
H1L1 (no V1) is extremely small, it is computationally
intensive to generate 1000 yr of time shifts. Thus, in the
interest of time and computational resources we focus on
triple-coincident time as we expect a better performance.
As in a standard search, to assess if two tracks are

coincident, we only consider tracks within the time coin-
cidence window. For example, using the H1L1V1 time-
coincidence, we can have tracks that occur in all detec-
tors simultaneously and tracks that occur only in H1 and
L1. Thus, we will have double coincident tracks, such as
H1L1, during H1L1V1 time, as well as triple coincident
tracks in H1L1V1 during H1L1V1 time.

IV. METHODOLOGY

The challenges in GW research require innovative so-
lutions, and ML has emerged as a crucial tool for ad-



8

30 50 80100 150200 300 500
log(m1)

9

20

40

80
100
150
200
300
380

lo
g(

m
2)

IMBH bank O3
IMBH simulation H1

0

5

10

15

20

(a) Triggers of Injection class

30 50 80100 150200 300 500
log(m1)

9

20

40

80
100
150
200
300
380

lo
g(

m
2)

IMBH bank O3
Blip

0

5

10

15

20
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FIG. 5: O3 IMBH template bank as a function of the progenitor masses in logarithmic scale, where every grey point
represents a template from the bank. Triggers associated with an Injection or a Blip glitch are coloured according

to the maximum SNR, ρ.

TABLE I: Total time of search (Ts) for different
detector combinations, measured in years.

Time of Search (Ts)
H1L1 (no V1) 0.0000382
H1V1 (no L1) 0.1117765
L1V1 (no H1) 0.1338800

H1L1V1 0.5619618

dressing them due to its adaptability and transversality.
The main advantage of ML techniques is their rapidity
during the deployment phase, since most of the compu-
tations are made during the training stage. In the past
few years, researchers have explored different ML appli-
cations to GW data analysis, such as detection of CBC
[69–80], burst identification [81–90], glitch characteriza-
tion [33, 34, 91–93] and synthetic data generation [94–99],
among others. We refer the interested reader to [100] and
[101] for a review.

In [70] the authors seek to enhance current state-of-the-
art search algorithms with ML applications. Following a
similar line of reasoning, and as previously mentioned, we
use the triggers generated by the IMBH search of GstLAL
during O3 to train a classification algorithm for multiple
classes. In this way, we output a statistic to differenti-
ate between IMBH signals and glitches, providing direct
information about the nature of these populations.

A. Feature vector

Under the assumption that different signals have dif-
ferent track structures, it is possible to learn them with
ML. Tracks have data structures known in ML as multi-
instance representation, where N feature vectors ϕi, also

known as triggers, represent a given example. This im-
plies that each track may contain a different number of
triggers for each example. Consequently, the input length
to our multivariate ML model changes from one exam-
ple to another. This poses a limitation because standard
multivariate ML techniques only accept fixed-length in-
puts. As a proof-of-concept to overcome this obstacle,
we average all the feature vectors ϕi associated with a
given signal by weighting them with ρ, resulting in the
following input feature

Φ = {ρ̄, ξ̄, m̄1, m̄2, s̄1z, s̄1z}

where x̄ =

∑N
i=1 xiρi∑N
i=1 ρi

,
(9)

for i ∈ 1, . . . , N the triggers associated with each signal.
In this way, we give more weight to the template that
best “matches” a given signal. This weighted average
enhanced the performance of our multivariate ML model
with respect to a standard average.

B. Tackling class imbalance

While we can simulate a large number of GW signals,
glitches have a finite nature. Despite their occurrence
rate being approximately ∼ 1min−1, some classes of
glitches are more common than others [8]. For example,
in L1 the LIGO collaboration identified > 104 Tomtes,
but only ∼ 103 Whistles. In Table II we show the origi-
nal size of our training and validation set, which is highly
imbalanced. This is problematic for classification ML al-
gorithms, as heavily imbalanced datasets tend to be bi-
ased towards the majority class to minimize their loss
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TABLE II: Original data set size before sampling

Hanford
(H1)

Livingston
(L1)

Virgo
(V1)

Injections 85107 101307 54436
Blip 2717 1701 1534

Fast Scattering 114 18589 -
Koi Fish 5147 4061 731

Low Frequency Burst 1523 109 3044
Tomte 537 18619 674

Whistle 1946 95 246

function. This may wrongly be interpreted as a “good”
performance, while in reality, the model is only learning
a single class: the largest one. Similarly to [96], to cir-
cumvent this issue we use undersampling or oversampling
techniques:

- Undersampling: In our data set, the number
of Injections, i.e. simulated IMBH signals, per-
formed is significantly higher than the largest glitch
class. Thus, we randomly sample this class to
match the size of the oversampled glitches.

- Oversampling: To oversample we use bootstrap-
ping with replacement, which stochastically resam-
ples the existing data set allowing the same exam-
ple to appear more than once [102]. Using this
method, we oversample all glitch classes to equal
the size of the largest glitch class.

While this method improved the performance of our
ML method, it is important to realize that bootstrapping
with replacement does not generate new data nor gives
new information about the classes. If the original data
set does not represent the class population, it will bias
the ML algorithm producing overfitting.

To avoid overfitting we use K-fold cross-validation
[103]. This method partitions the data set in K sub-
sets or folds (see Fig. 6). The model is evaluated K
times, using a different fold as validation in each itera-
tion, while training on the rest of the folds. This allows
for a more robust estimate of the model’s performance, as
it accounts for the variability in the data and limits the
potential for overfitting. In particular, we chose K = 9
as it is a trade-off between computational complexity and
performance.

As we mentioned in Section III B we want to test the
generalization ability of our ML method for O3a and
O3b. Therefore, we use the known data set of O3a for
the standard ML procedure of training, validation and
testing, splitting the data set into 80% for training, 10%
for validation and 10% for testing with the K-fold cross-
validation method. Once we have tested in known data
set of O3a, we use the whole known data set of O3b to
test the generalization ability of our method.

Validate Train
…

Train Train

…

Train Validate
…

Train Train

Train Train
…

Validate Train

Train Train
…

Train Validate

Fold 1

Fold 2

Fold K − 1

Fold 𝐾

FIG. 6: Illustration of K-fold cross-validation.

C. Training model

In this work, we use a multi-layer perceptron (MLP),
also known as a fully connected or dense network. This
model implements a mapping between the input spaceRn

to an output space Rd, fθ : Rn → Rd, where θ represents
its trainable parameters.
The unit of an MLP is the perceptron, a mathematical

simplification of human neurons [104]. In this unit, the
information is given by a n-vector x = [x1, . . . , xn], that
travels in the neuron and interacts multiplicatively with
the weights, w = [w1, . . . , wn]. The goal of the percep-
tron is to learn the value of the weights, which controls
the strength of the influence of the previous neuron. In
this simplistic model, the information is summed, such
that if the sum is above a certain threshold, the neuron
creates or fires a signal. This firing rate is modelled as
the activation function f : R → R, which is non-linear.
Thus, we can mathematically define the a output, known
as activation as,

a = f

(
n∑
i

wixi + b

)
, (10)

where b is the bias term, which can be interpreted as
the error of the model. The MLP model is a stacking
of neurons, where neurons are arranged in layers. In
this setup, for a given layer l we can define the matrix

of weights W
(l)
ij and the vector of biases bli, where the

weights are the connection between the unit j of layer l
and the unit i of layer l + 1, and the bias is associated
with the unit i of layer l + 1. Then, we can express the
MLP compactly as

z(l+1) = W (l)a(l) + b(l), a(l+1) = f(z(l+1)),

where zl+1
i =

2∑
j=1

W
(1)
ij xj + bll.

(11)

To differentiate IMBH signals from glitch classes (see
Sections IIIA), we construct an MLP (discussed in Sec-
tion IVC) for each detector, that inputs the feature vec-
tor Φ (see Eq. 9) and outputs a probability vector that
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indicates the likelihood for each class. The size of this
probability vector depends on the detector: we distin-
guish 7 classes for H1 and L1, but 6 classes for V1, as
Fast Scattering class is not present in that detector.
We implemented the MLP structure in PyTorch

[105]. After several experiments, we selected the best-
performing architecture from our results: it consists of
3 hidden layers of 350 each, using the ReLU activation
function [106], except the output layer that uses Softmax
activation function, suitable for multi-class classification,
since it is a multi-class task. This MLP architecture
is common for each GW detector, but they have been
trained separately, i.e. it is a single-detector classifier.
To optimize the networks we use cross-entropy loss func-
tion, and Adam optimizer [107]. Moreover, to adjust the
number of epochs and avoid overfitting we implemented
an early stopping algorithm [108]. We define an epoch as
the number of times the network has passed through the
whole training and validation data set. Thus, the early
stopping algorithm calculates the difference in validation
accuracy Aval between the current epoch, e, and the best
epoch, ebest. The training process finishes if

|Ae
val −Aebest

val | ≤ ϵ, (12)

during 150 epochs, with ϵ = 0.0001. For the learning
rate, we use an adaptive learning rate built-in the Py-
Torch function ReduceLROnPlateau. Setting the initial
learning rate to 10−3, if the validation accuracy remains
constant after 100 epochs, the learning rate decreases
10%. The combination of these methods proved to in-
crease the performance while decreasing the time needed
for fine-tuning.

D. Time coincident tracks

Even though the MLP receives direct information from
the Injection class and various glitch classes, misclas-
sifications are still common due to the simplicity of the
feature vector (see Section IVA). Nonetheless, if a po-
tential GW signal is detected in multiple detectors, the
likelihood of it being of astronomical origin increases sig-
nificantly. Hence, it is standard in GW searches to eval-
uate triggers that happened within the light time travel
between detectors: 10ms between H1 and L1, 27ms be-
tween H1 and V1, and 26ms between L1 and V1. An
additional 5ms is considered for statistical fluctuations
[27].

For the Injection class of the known data set, we can
identify coincident tracks because we have access to the
ground truth. However, for the glitches of the known
data set and the unknown data set itself, this information
is not available a priori, so we need to define criteria
for when two tracks are time coincident. In a standard
matched-filtering search, a time coincident trigger occurs
when the same template triggers in different detectors
within the light travel time between them.

In this work, the approach is inherently different, as
we do not deal with individual triggers but with aver-
aged tracks. Thus, two tracks from different detectors are
considered time coincident if the average time of the trig-
gers within each track falls within the light travel time
and time fluctuations. Nevertheless, even if two tracks
are time coincident, there is no guarantee that they orig-
inate from the same signal. Therefore, two tracks are
only considered time coincident if they have at least one
common trigger. If tracks from different detectors coin-
cide in time, we assign to the coincidence a probability
equal to the harmonic mean, one of Pythagorean means
[109, 110], of each trigger, relabelling our statistic for N
detectors as

P̄inj = N/(

N∑
k

P−1
inj,k) (13)

where Pinj is the probability of being an Injection (see
Section IIIA for a description). It is important to note
that the MLP performs a single-detector inference, and
the time coincident step is computed independently af-
terwards. In future works, it would be interesting to
provide the full information of the time coincident tracks
to a ML algorithm. This integration could enhance the
model’s ability to distinguish GW signals from glitches.

V. RESULTS

In the present Section, we show the results of the per-
formance of the MLP model with H1 data. The results
for L1 and V1 can be found in the Appendix VIII. Firstly,
in Section VA, we describe the selection of the time win-
dow tw for the known data set of O3a, i.e. the controlled
data set of O3a composed of simulated GW signals and
well-known glitches. Afterwards, in Section VB, we show
the results of the training and validation with the previ-
ous data set. In Section VC we test the model with the
known data set of O3a and O3b. In Section VD we assess
the significance of the ML inference with the accidental
background of time shifts.

A. Selecting a time window

As mentioned in Section III B, we explored different
time windows tw for each GW detector, namely H1, L1
and V1. To evaluate the performance of the algorithms
without fine-tuning them we use the receiver operator
characteristic (ROC) curve, which is represented as the
true positive rate (TPR) as a function of false positive
rate (FPR) [111]. A relevant point is that our task is a
multi-class classification, so to compute the ROC curve,
which is usually employed in binary classification, we
need to reduce our problem to a pairwise comparison, i.e.
Injection class (positive class) against all other classes
(negative class).



11

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1 100

FPR

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
TP

R

tw = 0.05
tw = 0.1
tw = 0.2
tw = 0.5
Random classifier

(a) Testing on O3a with known data set .

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1 100

FPR

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

TP
R

tw = 0.05
tw = 0.1
tw = 0.2
tw = 0.5
Random classifier
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FIG. 7: Receiver operator characteristic (ROC) curve
for different time windows tw in H1, i.e. true positive

rate (TPR) as a function of false positive rate (FPR) in
logarithmic scale. The positive class is Injection class,

while the negative class is any of the other classes.
(Top) Testing in the known data set of O3a. (Bottom)
Testing in the known data set of O3b. Note that the

dashed line indicates a random guess.

Furthermore, it is custom in ML to calculate the area
under the ROC curve as an evaluation metric, since mod-
els with a larger area under the curve have a better per-
formance. However, in the field of GW, it is required to
know the performance of the model at low FPR as we
want to minimize the number of FPs when claiming de-
tection, i.e. the number of glitches incorrectly classified
as GW signals. For this aim, we select a grid of decision
thresholds θ∗ in range [0.1, 0.9] with a spacing of 0.1 and
in range [0.9, 1.0] with a spacing of 0.01. When a given
probability exceeds this value, we classify the input as a

SN
R

FIG. 8: A Whistle glitch labelled by Gravity Spy.
(Top) SNR of GstLAL tracks as a function of time,

where each point represents a template. tmin (orange)
and tmax (pink) mark the beginning and end of the
cluster, respectively, while tcluster (red) indicates its

centroid given by Gravity Spy. (Bottom) Q-transform of
the time series containing the Whistle labelled by

Gravity Spy. While Gravity Spy labels a single glitch,
GstLAL identifies both.

positive, i.e. Injection class, otherwise, it is classified
as negative, i.e. any other class. As this grid of decision
threshold is not usual in ML, the area under the curve
has a different magnitude, so instead we select the tw
with the best performance in known data set of O3a and
O3b.

In Fig. 7 we present the ROC curves of H1 for the
known data set of O3a (Fig. 7a) and the known data set
of O3b (Fig. 7b), while the results for L1 and V1 are
presented in Appendix A. In Fig. 7a we can observe that
the TPR degrades as we increase the size of tw. In Fig.
7b we can see a similar behavior but a higher FPR range.

As we increase the size of tw, the performance of the
algorithm decreases. This behavior could be caused by
the short duration of IMBH signals, meaning that if we
define tw to be large, the clusters will contain random
triggers that will bias the classification task. Further-
more, this behavior is also observed in L1 and V1 (see
Appendix A 1 for details), so we conclude that tw = 0.05 s
is the best time window for our task.

It is relevant to note that one limitation of this method
is the lack of ground truth when defining the centroid
tcluster of a glitch. As an example, in Fig. 8 we show a
Whistle labelled by Gravity Spy. The time centre of the
cluster, tcluster, is marked in red, and according to Grav-
ity Spy, it is associated with a single Whistle. GstLAL
identifies two clusters that correspond to two Whistle
instead, as can be seen from the bottom panel. In future
works, it would be relevant to study the effect of this
offset on the behavior of the model.
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FIG. 9: Comparison between training and validating
with 9-fold cross-validation for H1 during O3a. (Top)

Mean accuracy at 3 standard deviations (shaded region)
as a function of the epochs during training and testing.

(Bottom) Average 9-fold cross-validation loss as a
function of the epochs during training and testing.

B. Training with known data set of O3a

Once we have selected tw, and after several fine-tuning
experiments, we can train and validate our model with
the known data set of O3a. As we mentioned in Section
IVB, we use 9-fold cross-validation to enhance the per-
formance of the algorithm. Thus, in Fig. 9 we show, for
training and validation, the mean accuracy (top panel)
and loss (bottom panel) of the 9-fold cross-validation as
a function of the epochs, where the shaded region rep-
resents ±3 standard deviations. Note that the loss is
plotted in logarithmic scale so we can appreciate the dif-
ference between training and validation loss is minimal,
which implies that the model is not overfitting. Another
relevant point is that both mean accuracy and loss seem
to have sharp peaks around epochs 900 and 1700, which
could imply that the learning is unstable. However, this
is a known effect of the adaptive learning rate that we
described in Section IVC. The described behavior is also
present in L1 and V1, whose results can be found in Ap-
pendix A 2.

C. Diving into the known data: machine learning
performance

Employing GPU Tesla V100 with a memory of 16Gb
allowed us to train our model in ≈ 17.40 h for H1 data,
≈ 15.55 h for L1 data, ≈ 31.20 h for V1 data. Such a
large amount of time is mainly due to the 9-fold cross-
validation procedure. Nonetheless, once the models are
trained we can predict a single input in 2.9× 10−6 s. As

we also want to test the generalization power of the model
between O3a and O3b known data set, we present their
confusion matrix for H1 in Fig. 10 (see results for L1 and
V1 in Appendix A3). While in the y-axis we represent
the ground truth, in the x-axis we represent the predic-
tions of the model. Furthermore, the percentages in the
rows sum 100%, and the elements in the diagonal were
successfully classified.

In Fig. 10a we show the confusion matrix of the test
using the O3a known data set for H1, where the accuracy
is 98.8%. We can see that 93.2% of Injections were cor-
rectly classified with little amount of misclassifications.
However, for the O3b known data set the accuracy de-
creases sharply to 73.0%. We can see in Fig. 10b that
some of the glitches are wrongly classified as Injections
or other classes. In particular, the Fast Scattering
class seems to be the most problematic, as 36.2% of
them seem to be classified as Injections and 26.7% as
Low Frequency Burst. This lack of generalization be-
tween O3a and O3b is common to L1 and V1, where the
accuracy in O3a is 95.8% and 99.3%, and the accuracy
in O3b decreases to 67.5% and 75.9%, respectively. The
misclassification of Fast Scattering is also present in
L1, but the misclassification of Low Frequency Burst as
Fast Scattering is more acute. Interestingly, in V1, the
most problematic is the Whistle class (see Fig. 19 and
Fig. 20 in Appendix A 3).

To assess the degree of misclasification during O3b
with respect to the SNR distribution we compute the
TPR as a function of the average SNR ρ̄ (Fig. 11a). For
this aim, we arrange the Injections in SNR bins and
compute their TPR setting the decision threshold to be
P ∗
inj = 0.9. Interestingly, we can observe that the TPR

is high for low ρ̄, showing dip at ρ̄ ∼ 8 of TPR∼ 0.85 for
H1 , and TPR∼ 0.7 for L1 and V1. Moreover, the TPR
becomes unstable at ρ̄ > 15.

To explain this behavior we need to observe the SNR
ρ distributions, computed by Omicron [112], of the dif-
ferent classes for the known data set of O3b (Fig. 11b).
Firstly, it is important to note that Gravity Spy classi-
fies glitches with Omicron SNR > 7.5 [33]. In Fig. 11b
we show the distribution of ρ, the resulting SNR from
Omicron, where we can still observe that most glitch
populations are centred around ρ ∼ 8, which explains
the dip in Fig. 11a. Our method understands that most
classes of problematic glitches, such as Fast Scattering,
Tomte and Low Frequency Burst are around this value,
so it does not have trouble distinguishing Injections at
lower ρ. Note that at ρ < 5 the model simply differenti-
ates between Whistle, Fast Scattering and Injection
classes. Furthermore, as ρ increases, the population of
Injections decreases, so due to the low statistic at
ρ̄ > 15 the TPR seems unstable. We note that a dif-
ferent SNR distribution for the Injection class might
lead to a different behavior of the TPR as a function of
the SNR. We will leave this exploration to future work.

A possible cause for this lack of generalization between
O3a and O3b can be the fact that the interferometers
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(a) O3a known data set.
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FIG. 10: Relative values of the confusion matrix for the test set for H1. The y-axis represents the groud-truth, i.e.
the true class, and the x-axis represents the prediction of the model, i.e. the predicted class.

are evolving systems, so the glitches produced at the be-
ginning of the observing run can be different from the
ones produced at the end (see Fig. 4 of [11]). Further-
more, we remind the reader that while the Injections
class is the actual ground truth, there is some bias in the
definition of the glitch classes (e.g. Fig. 8). Another
reason is the limitation of the model itself, as we are per-
forming a multi-classification task with information on 6
variables (see Eq. 9). To lower the number of FPs, i.e.
glitches that are incorrectly classified as Injections, in
this single-detector task we can use time coincidence be-
tween detectors (see Section IVD for a definition), since
it is less common for glitches to appear in several inter-
ferometers at the same time.

In Fig 12 we present the probability of being an
Injection (Pinj) for the known test set of H1, in blue,
L1, in red, and their time coincidence, in purple. In
the top panel, we present the probability density of the
Injection class, while in the bottom panel, we show
the probability density of the glitches. In the top panel,
we can observe that, for both detectors, while the MLP
model classifies many Injections as such with large
Pinj , there are still many Injections that have a low
Pinj , which can be misclassified as glitches. Conversely,
the MLP model gives many glitches a low Pinj , but there
are still many glitches with a high Pinj . To increase Pinj

of Injections and lower the Pinj of glitches, we use
time coincidence. Hence, enforcing time coincidence in-
creases Pinj of Injections (top panel), while completely
discarding the glitches (bottom panel). Moreover, under

the assumption that tracks with a low number of triggers
are produced by detector noise we limit our analysis to
tracks with 10 triggers or more.
Time coincidence, together with track reduction, dis-

cards many Injection tracks: while we have 21900
tracks in H1 and 43100 tracks in L1, their coincidence
yields only 8967 tracks. As before, in Appendix A 3 we
present the coincident results of the pairs L1 and V1, and
H1 and V1, where an identical behavior can be observed.

D. Diving into the known data: significance of Pinj

statistic

Up until now, we performed the standard statistical
tests in the field of ML with Pinj as our probability.
Nonetheless, a ML based detection algorithm requires a
proper understanding of the significance of its statistics
considering the accidental background. With the time-
shifted background, we intend to find extreme values of
P̄inj (see Eq. 13), but due to the probabilistic nature of
ML algorithms, our statistic saturates at 1 as we can see
in Fig. 12. Since we are interested in the region with the
highest probability we redefine our statistics as

− log (1− P̄inj) + ϵ, (14)

where ·̄ represents again the harmonic mean (see Eq. 13
for a definition), and ϵ = 10−20 is added to prevent un-
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FIG. 11: (Top panel) Single detector TPR as a function
of the average SNR ρ̄ in the known data set of O3b for
H1, L1 and V1 . (Bottom panel) SNR ρ probability

density of different classes in the known data set of O3b.

defined behavior when P̄inj ≈ 1, ensuring numerical sta-
bility, firstly proposed in [113]. The main advantage of
using the harmonic mean in this context is that it places
more emphasis on smaller values, which helps to down-
rank candidates with lower statistics. To assess the per-
formance of this statistic we compute the ROC curve,
but with a different definition of TP and FP. TP are co-
incident GW injections of O3a present in the zero lag
that has been identified by GstLAL, i.e. they produce a
track. On the other hand, FP are the coincident tracks
of the time shifts of O3. With this definition we can con-
struct the ROC curve stepping on different values of our
statistic − log (1− P̄inj) + ϵ. Note that better perform-
ing ROC would be the ones that maximize the area under
the curve (AUC). It is relevant to note that, as we are
working with triple time if one detector does not observe
the signal, then its contribution P−1

inj,k = 0 (see Eq. 13).

In Fig. 13 we present the ROC curve of
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FIG. 12: Probability density of being Injection, using
the known test set of O3b for H1, in blue, L1, in red,

and their time coincidence, in purple. (Top) Probability
density of elements in the Injection class in

logarithmic scale. (Bottom) Probability density of
elements in all the other classes, i.e. glitches, in

logarithmic scale. Given the counts of the ith bin ci and
its width bi, we define the probability density as

ci/(
∑N

i ci × bi), where N is the total number of bins of
the histogram.

TABLE III: Area under the curve (AUC) from ROC
curves in Fig. 13. An ideal classifier will have a 104

AUC score.

Detector

Time

H1L1V1

− log (1− P̄inj)

H1L1 9281.54
H1V1 9113.69
L1V1 8843.81

H1L1V1 9838.81

Pinj/(ξ2/SNR2)

H1L1 9752.80
H1V1 9716.73
L1V1 9712.19

H1L1V1 9877.87

− log (1− P̄inj) + ϵ (dashed lines) in triple detector time
(H1L1V1) for different detector combinations. We can
observe that H1L1 and H1V1 have a better performance
than L1V1. This implies that the L1V1 combination has
more background tracks, possibly due to a larger glitch
population in both detectors for different reasons. On
the other hand, H1L1V1 has a better performance than
double-coincidences since we only have two background
tracks. We summarize their AUC in Table III.
As we have seen for L1V1, it is possible that the behav-

ior of MLP is overly optimistic, caused by a combination
of its training in a completely controlled population-GW
simulations and well-known glitches-and an overly sim-
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FIG. 13: ROC curve of double and triple detector time
(H1L1V1) for Eq. 14 (dashed lines) and Eq. 15. Here,
TPR is the rate of correctly classified GW injections
from the zero lag, while FPR is the rate of incorrectly

classified time slides background tracks.

plified track input. Because of this, we explored a com-
bination of Pinj with variables used in traditional GW
searches, such as SNR and ξ2. In this work, the best-
performing statistic is found to be was

Pinj/(ξ2/SNR2), (15)

where again ·̄ represents the harmonic mean. We present
in Fig. 13 (solid lines) its ROC curve in triple detector
time (H1L1V1). We can observe that all double coinci-
dences have improved greatly with respect to the statistic
− log (1− P̄inj) + ϵ. Moreover, in triple coincidence, the
AUC is 9877.87, while before it was 9838.81 (see Table
III).

In GW searches, a common magnitude to assess the
performance is to use the false alarm rate (FAR) mea-
sured in yr−1 (see Eq. 8), constructed by employing the
time shifts. In particular, it is custom to represent the
inverse FAR (iFAR) as a function of the ranking statis-

tic, Pinj/(ξ2/SNR
2), which we show in Fig. 14. This

plot relates the ranking statistic with the iFAR signifi-
cance, i.e. the number of false alarms per the number of
analysis times measured in years. As an example, if we

have Pinj/(ξ2/SNR2) ≈ 150 for H1L1 coincidence, then
we will have an iFAR ≈ 0.01, or equivalently, one false
alarm per 100 years. Note that H1L1V1 is in the bottom
left corner as it has two samples.

A principal characteristic of a GW ranking statistic
is that it increases monotonically as the probability of
finding a GW signal increases. Because of this, real GW
signal tracks would lay on the far right of the iFAR distri-
bution, increasing the false alarm. To investigate whether
our ranking statistic behaves in this way we remove all
tracks that correspond to real GW signals, yielding the
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FIG. 14: Inverse false alarm rate (iFAR) as a function
of the ranking statistic in triple time (H1L1V1) for
different detector combinations. The solid lines show
the time-shifted background with real GW signal
tracks, while dashed lines show the time-shifted

background without them.

dashed line distributions. While there is a noticeable
discrepancy in the H1L1 distribution, this issue does not
occur with H1V1 and L1V1. This may be due to the
lower sensitivity of V1 or a limitation of our statistics.
To further understand the performance of our statistic,

we measure the recovery of GW injections from O3a. To
compute the TPR, we fix iFAR at 0.1, or equivalently,
one per 10 years, using the results in Fig. 14. In Fig. 15
we present TPR as a function of the injected SNR (Fig.
15a) and as a function of the luminosity distance DL in
Mpc (Fig. 15b).
In Fig. 15a we can observe that for all detector com-

binations TPR ≈ 0.95 for injected SNR ≳ 8. For SNR
≲ 8 there is a drop in performance for double coincidence
tracks, while triple coincident tracks maintain their TPR
until ≈ 5 injected SNR. However, we must note that
for an injected SNR ≈ 5 there is less statistic, as we
can observe from the increase in size of the vertical er-
ror bars. In Fig. 15b we can observe that the TPR for
H1V1 and L1V1 decreases steeply for Dl ≳ 0.6Mpc, pos-
sibly due to the lower sensitivity of V1. Moreover, H1L1
and H1L1V1 have a similar trend, with a drop in perfor-
mance at Dl ≳ 1.2Mpc. As in the case of the injected
SNR, there is less statistic for Dl ≳ 1Mpc. In future
work, we could conduct a broader injection campaign to
mitigate these issues.

VI. DISCUSSION

In the previous Sections, we showcased the utiliza-
tion of matched-filtering triggers to learn the patterns,
or tracks, of different types of signals from single-GW
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FIG. 15: TPR, i.e., the rate of correctly classified GW
injections, at iFAR = 0.1 (equivalent to one per 10

years) for different detector combinations in triple time
(H1L1V1). Error bars represent the standard error at 3

standard deviations.

detectors. It is relevant to highlight the reliance of the
ML model on a mere 6 parameters (see Eq. 9) to per-
form the multi-classification task. This approach does
not only recover successfully the test set of the population
we have trained on but also accurately recovers injections
of GW signals. In future works, it would be interesting
to compare these results with state-of-the-art algorithms
to better quantify the performance of our method.

Despite these achievements, certain limitations must
be noted. The primary constraint is that we character-
ize the feature vector of our input with only 6 features.
Before this investigation, we have not utilized a feature
selection procedure for the definition of the input fea-
ture vector, as we have limited ourselves to variables that

are well-understood in the GW community. Such an ap-
proach could enhance the performance of the model.
Another limitation pertains to the ranking statistic it-

self. In this work, we have combined the statistic of the
ML model with standard measurements such as SNR and
ξ2. Due to time constraints, this exploration was lim-
ited, but it does not imply that our ranking statistic is
the optimal one. In future works we will further explore
enhancing our statistic with different variable combina-
tions. However, we expect that the largest improvement
would come from the inclusion of the time dimension, i.e.
the behavior of the signal through the template bank.
This will most likely provide valuable insight useful to
enhance the distinction between these classes.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this investigation, we propose a flexible method to
detect CBC signals combining the robustness of matched-
filtering as an optimal filter, with the generalization
power of ML algorithms. Thus, we construct an MLP
model to learn from sets of the matched filtering triggers,
labelled here as tracks, and perform a multi-classification
task in a single detector. Specifically, we tackle the IMBH
search of GstLAL during O3, but this method could be
extended to other CBC signals and matched-filtering al-
gorithms.
Since multiple templates could potentially match a

given signal, meaning that the input to the model would
have variable length, in this proof-of-concept work, we
reduced the dimensionality of the problem by averaging
the matching templates and weighting them by SNR. An-
other difficulty of our task is to deal with highly unbal-
anced data, so to mitigate this problem, we undersam-
ple large classes and oversample small classes. Nonethe-
less, this could bias the model towards certain repetitive
features, so to avoid overfitting we employ 9-fold-cross-
validation and early-stopping algorithm. In the follow-
ing, we revisit some of the major results of this method:

- Controlled data set: We trained our model in O3a
data, and we tested its generalization ability in
O3b. We used the standard statistics to test its ro-
bustness. We obtained accuracies of 98.8%, 95.8%
and 99.3% for H1, L1 and V1 in O3a test set,
while showing a sharp decrease in accuracy of
73.0%, 67.5% and 75.0% for H1, L1 and V1 in O3b
test set (see Section VC). This drop in performance
was caused by the influence of glitches, so we de-
cided to implement time coincidence to lower this
background.

- Novel time coincidence: To enhance the perfor-
mance of the model, we enforce time coincidence
among detectors, which greatly reduces the back-
ground of glitches. As we are dealing with clusters
of triggers, instead of single triggers, we take the
average time of the cluster and the light time travel
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between detectors to consider that tracks from dif-
ferent detectors coincide in time (see Section IVD).

- Computational efficiency: This method only uses 6
variables to perform this classification (see Eq. 9),
and while its training is intensive, we can classify
a given input in 2.9 × 10−6 s. As this process is
highly parallelizable, this computation essentially
is inexpensive.

- Construction of accidental background : We con-
structed the time shift background to assess the sig-
nificance of our ranking statistic (see Section VD)
and tested its performance on simulated IMBH sig-
nals. With an iFAR = 0.1 yr, we have a TPR
≳ 0.8 at SNR ∼ 5 for all detector combination. Re-
garding the luminosity distance, H1L1 and H1L1V1
have a TPR ≳ 0.8, with a drop in performance at
DL ≳ 1.2Mpc.

In summary, this method has shown not only to have
a robust performance in a controlled environment clas-
sifying IMBH injections but also shown its generaliza-
tion power in finding simulated GW signals, demonstrat-
ing that it is possible to form a synergistic relationship
between current state-of-the-art matched-filtering tech-
niques and novel ML methods.

In future work, we will explore a different ML method
that can process varying length inputs, as the time infor-
mation might be relevant to enhance the performance of

the model. For this aim, several ML algorithms could be
employed, such as recurrent neural network [114] or even
transformers with an attention mechanism [115]. With
such a model we could perform a fair comparison with
state-of-the-art pipelines to quantify the potential im-
provements in IMBH searches that this technology may
offer. Furthermore, and as we mentioned before, this
methodology is flexible and simply relies on matched
filtering computation. We could therefore extend it to
other CBC signals and state-of-the-art matched-filtering
algorithms.
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Appendix A: Results of LIGO Livingston and Virgo

1. Selecting a time window
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(a) Testing on O3a with known data set .
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(b) Testing on O3b with known data set .

FIG. 16: ROC curve for different time windows tw in L1, i.e. TPR as a function of False Positive Rate FPR in
logarithmic scale. (Left) Testing in the known data set of O3a. (Right) Testing in the known data set of O3b. Note

that the dashed line indicates a random guess.

Similarly to Section VA, we show in Fig. 16 and Fig. 17 the ROC curves of L1 and V1, respectively. We can
observe that the TPR degrades as we increase the size of tw, being this decrease sharper for the known data set of
O3b than for the known data set of O3a. Notably, for V1 (see Fig. 17), while the ROC curve of tw = 0.05 in O3a is
almost constant, the ROC curve of O3b decreases even faster than in the case of O3b L1.
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As in Fig. 7, in Fig. 16 and Fig. 17 tw = 0.05 s has a better performance than other time windows. A possible
explanation for this behavior could be that since IMBH signals are short, larger time windows would add random
triggers that are unrelated to the IMBH signal itself, biasing the model. Hence, as in Section VA we conclude that
tw = 0.05 is the best time window for our task.
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(a) Testing on O3a with known data set .
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FIG. 17: ROC curve for different time windows tw in V1, i.e. TPR as a function of False Positive Rate FPR in
logarithmic scale. (Left) Testing in the known data set of O3a. (Right) Testing in the known data set of O3b. Note

that the dashed line indicates a random guess.

2. Training with known data set of O3a
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FIG. 18: Comparison between training and validating with 9-fold cross-validation during training and testing. (Top
row) Mean accuracy at 3 standard deviations as a function of the epochs during. (Bottom row) Average 9-fold

cross-validation loss as a function of the epochs.

As in Section VB, in Fig. 20 we show, for training and validation, the mean accuracy (top row) and loss (bottom
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row) of the 9-fold cross-validation as a function of the epochs for L1 (left column) and V1 (right column), where
the shadowed region represents ±3 standard deviation. Note that the loss is plotted in logarithmic scale, so we can
appreciate that there is less overfitting in V1 than in L1.

Another relevant point is the peaks in the loss functions, in particular around epoch 500 in L1 and around epoch
1000 in V1. These peaks indicate a change in the learning rate due to the adaptive learning rate scheme (see Section
IVC for details).

3. Diving in to the known data: performance evalutation
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FIG. 19: Relative values of the confusion matrix for the test set for L1.

Similarly to Section VC, where we want to test the generalization power between the known data sets of O3a and
O3b for H1, we test the known data sets of O3a and O3b for L1 and V1, presenting their confusion matrices in Fig.
19 and Fig. 20, respectively. In Fig. 19a and Fig. 20a we can see that most inputs are correctly classified, yielding
an accuracy of 95.81% in L1 and 99.27% in V1. Nonetheless, Fig. 19b and Fig. 20b we can observe an increase of
false positives, decreasing the accuracy to 67.45% in L1 and 75.91% in V1.
In L1 (see Fig. 19b), the Injections are mostly correctly classified, with 1.2% mislabelled as Blip. However, 19.5%

of Low Frequency Burst, 12.6% of Whistle and 11.3% of Fast Scattering are incorrectly classified as Injections.
Interestingly, 54.5% of Low Frequency Burst are misclassified as Fast Scattering since they share a similar frequency
range. In V1 (see Fig. 20b), the Injections are also mostly correctly classified, with 1.7% mislabelled as Blip.
However, 61.5% of Whistle and 16.3% of Blip are incorrectly classified as Injections. It is also interesting to note
that in this detector only 4.9% Low Frequency Burst are misclassified as Injections, while a 10.2% and 11.5% of
Tomte are incorrectly labelled as Blip or Low Frequency Burst, respectively.
Due to the poor generalization between O3a and O3b, we need to reduce the number of false positives. For this

aim, we enforce time coincidence as in Section VC. Similarly to Fig. 12, in Fig. 21 we present the probability of being
Injection (Pinj) for L1 (left column) and V1 (right column). In the top row, we show the probability density of Pinj

for the Injection class, and in the bottom row, we show the probability density of Pinj for any other class. When
we enforce time coincidence, represented in yellow for L1 and V1, and in turquoise for H1 and V1, Pinj increases for
the Injection class, while we completely discard all the other classes. Note that this is at the cost of reducing the
number of correctly classified Injections.
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FIG. 20: Relative values of the confusion matrix for the test set for V1.
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(b) H1 (blue) and V1 (green), and their coincidence (turquoise).

FIG. 21: Probability density of being Injection (Pinj), using the known test set of O3b. (Top row) Probability
density of elements in the Injection class in logarithmic scale. (Bottom row) Probability density of elements in all
the other classes, i.e. glitches, in logarithmic scale. Given the counts of the ith bin ci and its width bi, we define the

probability density as ci/(
∑N

i ci × bi), where N is the total number of bins of the histogram.


	Ameliorating transient noise bursts in gravitational-wave searches for intermediate-mass black holes
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Motivation
	Previous work
	Relation to previous work

	Matched Filtering pipeline
	Time-domain matched filtering
	Template banks
	2-statistic
	Triggers

	Data
	Injections and glitches
	Clustering
	Trigger tracks
	Time shift and false alarm rate

	Methodology
	Feature vector
	Tackling class imbalance
	Training model
	Time coincident tracks

	Results
	Selecting a time window
	Training with known data set of O3a
	Diving into the known data: machine learning performance
	Diving into the known data: significance of Pinj statistic

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Results of LIGO Livingston and Virgo
	Selecting a time window
	Training with known data set of O3a
	Diving in to the known data: performance evalutation



