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Gaussian noise is an irreducible component of the background in gravitational wave (GW) detec-
tors. Although stationary Gaussian noise is uncorrelated in frequencies, we show that there is an
important correlation in time when looking at the matched filter signal to noise ratio (SNR) of a
template, with a typical autocorrelation time that depends on the template and the shape of the
noise power spectral density (PSD). Taking this correlation into account, we compute from first
principles the false alarm rate (FAR) of a template in Gaussian noise, defined as the number of
occurrences per unit time that the template’s matched filter SNR goes over a threshold ρ. We find
that the Gaussian FAR can be well approximated by the usual expression for uncorrelated noise, if
we replace the sampling rate by an effective sampling rate that depends on the parameters of the
template, the noise PSD and the threshold ρ. This results in a minimum SNR threshold that has to
be demanded to a given GW trigger, if we want to keep events generated from Gaussian noise below
a certain FAR. We extend the formalism to multiple detectors and to the analysis of GW events. We
apply our method to the GW candidates added in the GWTC-3 catalog, and discuss the possibility
that GW200308 173609 and GW200322 091133 could be generated by Gaussian noise fluctuations.

I. INTRODUCTION

A century after their theoretical derivation from Gen-
eral Relativity [1], Gravitational Waves (GWs) are now
routinely detected by the laser interferometers of the
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration [2–4]. Their am-
plitude is so small that their detection above instru-
mental and environmental noise requires sophisticated
pipelines [5–10], which look for signals in the data with
various methods. These pipelines have to be designed to
reject noise from very common non-Gaussian transient
sources of noise (also known as glitches) [11], while being
computationally efficient to search for events in a wide
range of parameters within an affordable amount of time.

In the case of modeled searches for GWs from Com-
pact Binary Coalescences (CBCs), templates from a pre-
defined template bank are compared with the data at all
times to find where a GW signal can be present. The
likelihood that the observed data contains a GW sig-
nal is quantified by computing a pipeline-specific ranking
statistic, defined in such a way that the larger its value
the more it favors the signal hypothesis versus the noise
hypothesis. If the detector noise were purely Gaussian, it
can be proved that the optimal ranking statistic for a sig-
nal of known form would be the matched filter SNR [12].
However, the search pipelines that actually look for GWs
use ranking statistics that, although based on the SNR,
introduce corrections to consider the presence of non-
Gaussian glitches which can give sizeable spurious SNR
values. The corrections are usually based on signal con-
sistency tests, a common example being the use of χ2 [13]
to weigh down the SNR.

In order to assign a significance to the candidate events
in terms of their ranking statistic, the pipelines need to
find the background distribution of the ranking statistic
for the bank of templates. This is estimated in a data
driven way, usually by running the search on the time-

shifted strain of the different interferometers, so that
coincidences become not physical and the triggers ob-
tained this way represent an estimate of the background
noise. The false alarm rate (FAR) of an event is then
defined by the search pipeline as the rate of background
triggers over the whole bank of templates with ranking
statistic equal to or higher than the one observed for the
event. Therefore, the FAR can give us an idea of how
likely it is for noise to generate an event. Intuitively,
for a total observation time Tobs, any trigger that has
FAR ≥ 1/Tobs is compatible with being generated by
noise, while FAR � 1/Tobs disfavors the noise hypothe-
sis.

In searches for GWs, the FAR estimates can differ sev-
eral orders of magnitude among different pipelines [14],
given that the FAR usually has an exponential depen-
dence on the ranking statistic. Therefore, small varia-
tions in how the data is processed, what templates are
used or what is looked for to rank the events in the differ-
ent pipelines, can result in orders of magnitude discrep-
ancies in the estimation of the FAR.

Moreover, the FAR does not contain any information
about the foreground. To take this into account, together
with the astrophysical prior knowledge, the pastro, was in-
troduced [15]. The rationale behind pastro is to give the
Bayesian probability that a candidate is from astrophys-

ical origin under a model for the foreground rates f(x, ~θ)

and background rates b(x, ~θ) that depend on the ranking

statistic x and the template parameters ~θ. A threshold
value of pastro > 0.5 was required for any candidate event
to be included in the GWTC-3 catalog [14]. The esti-
mated expected contamination from events of terrestrial
origin is ∼ 10–15%, or ∼ 4–6 events. In the same fashion
as the FAR, the pastro for a given event can be very dif-
ferent between pipelines and presents large uncertainties,
especially around pastro ∼ 0.5 [16].

As a consequence of the application of this threshold to
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enter the GWTC-3 Catalog, some events were accepted
with FAR values greater than 1/Tobs ∼ 2yr−1. One ex-
ample is GW200322 091133 [14] with FAR > 400yr−1,
which, upon further investigation with Bayesian Param-
eter Estimation (PE), was found to have low SNR (≤ 8.5)
and multimodal posterior distributions of its parameters.
Since the likelihood used in PE is approximately pro-
portional to exp(SNR2/2), in events with small SNR the
likelihood will not have a large enough peak so as to dom-
inate the posterior, and there will be prior-dominated
modes.

All these difficulties may prompt one to think that
these candidate events with low SNR values might come
from noise fluctuations. The noise and GW signal hy-
potheses are usually compared locally using the Bayes
factor [17]. However, this number says nothing about
how often we expect noise to generate a signal as “loud”
as the observed one. This has motivated us to ques-
tion whether we could aim to obtain a theoretical lower
bound on the false alarm rate of an event, independently
of all the complexities involved in the search pipelines.
We start from the idea that Gaussian noise is always
an irreducible component of the background in GW de-
tectors [18, 19], and generates a rate of false alarms that
could be calculated analytically. In the case in which non-
Gaussianities are also present in the strain, more false
alarms will be induced [20], as matches will occur more
easily for a given template, thus making our estimate as-
suming only Gaussian noise a lower bound on their FAR,
and thus an upper bound on their significance.

In this paper, we propose a new method to derive a
local statistical measure of the significance of an event.
The main idea will be to give a theoretical estimate of
how often we would expect Gaussian noise colored with
the local PSD to produce a fluctuation that matches a
specific template with the same or higher SNR than the
one observed. In Sec. II we develop the framework to
compute the FAR for a given template in Gaussian noise
from a single detector and study its dependence on differ-
ent parameters for CBC templates. In Sec. III we extend
the formalism to compute the FAR of a template when
multiple detectors are online. In Section IV we show how
to apply our statistical method to fluctuations observed
in the strain and in Sec. IV A we use it on the O3b events
included in GWTC-3. Finally in section V we present our
conclusions.

II. THE FALSE ALARM RATE OF A
TEMPLATE IN A SINGLE DETECTOR

In this section we want to determine, given a template
h(t), how much time of stationary Gaussian noise n(t),
from a given detector, we would have to look at, on aver-
age, to obtain a match with a signal to noise ratio (SNR)
greater than some threshold ρ.

In general the noise will have zero mean, 〈ñ〉 = 0, and
assuming that it is stationary, the different Fourier modes

are uncorrelated,

〈ñ∗(f)ñ(f ′)〉 ≡ 1

2
Sn(f)δ(f − f ′) , (1)

which can be seen as the definition of the noise power
spectral density (PSD) Sn(f). If we assume that the
noise is Gaussian, it is characterized completely by the
fact that it has zero mean and a variance given in Eq. (1).
Using the PSD we can define the following inner product,

〈a, b〉 = 4

∫ fmax

fmin

ã∗(f)b̃(f)

Sn(f)
df , (2)

where tildes denote Fourier transform. This inner prod-
uct can be used to write down the usual definitions [21]
of the optimal SNR:

ρopt =
√
〈h, h〉 , (3)

and the matched filter SNR:

ρmf =
〈h, s〉
ρopt

, (4)

where s(t) is the detector output strain, which in our
case we will assume to be given by stationary Gaussian
noise n(t) with PSD Sn. Under this assumption, it can
be proved that ρmf is a complex normal random variable
(i.e. a Gaussian with unit dispersion, σ = 1) [22]:

p(ρmf)dReρmfdImρmf =
1

2π
e−

1
2 |ρ

mf |2dReρmfdImρmf .

(5)
and the real part of the matched filter SNR is the op-
timum quantity to rank the significance of events for a
signal of known form under the assumption of Gaussian
noise [12]. This quantity is very closely related to the
likelihood ratio for the signal vs Gaussian noise hypothe-
ses, which is the Bayes factor for a signal of known in-
trinsic parameters. However, it is common to be in the
situation in which the global phase of the GW can be
changed arbitrarily and does not contain any astrophys-
ical information [23]. This is the case in a quasicircular
compact binary coalescence, when we ignore higher order
modes and precession. Even when including them, the
global phase can typically be neglected since it is highly
degenerate with other parameters such as polarization,
location in the sky and the azimuthal angle separating
the spin vectors of the component BHs. In these cases
we will want to ignore the global phase of the GW in
the search by taking as our ranking statistic the absolute
value of the matched filter SNR:

|ρmf | =
√

Re(ρmf)2 + Im(ρmf)2 , (6)

which is invariant under global phase transformations
h̃(f) → h̃(f)eiφg . Indeed, the SNR usually used in
searches is |ρmf | [24] since it is equivalent to automat-
ically finding the global phase φg of the GW that max-
imizes Re(ρmf). Because of this we will choose |ρmf | as
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our ranking statistic in this paper. Defining h̃(f) as the
Fourier transform of the template h(t), we can use the
following property:

F(h(t′)) = h̃(f)e−2πif(t′−t) , (7)

and compute the matched filter signal to noise ratio,
Eq.(4), at all times as

ρmf(t) =
4

ρopt

∫ fmax

fmin

df
h̃∗(f)ñ(f)

Sn(f)
e2πift . (8)

where we assume that the strain only contains Gaussian
noise. At any fixed point in time, ρmf(t) of Eq. (8) will
behave as a complex normal variable from Eq. (5) and
the probability of obtaining a value of |ρmf | greater than
ρ will be:

P (|ρmf | > ρ) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

d arg(ρmf)

∫ ∞
ρ

|ρmf |d|ρmf |e− 1
2 |ρ

mf |2

= e−
1
2ρ

2

. (9)

A naive computation to estimate the rate of false alarms
with |ρmf | > ρ would be to multiply this probability by
the number of trials per unit time, which in the case
that different times were independent, would just be the
sampling rate of the detector:

FARnaive =
1

∆tsamp
e−ρ

2/2 . (10)

However, this would be incorrect because the value of
|ρmf(t)| at different times is correlated. The problem
can be explicitly seen in Fig. 1, where we have gen-
erated Gaussian noise from Advanced LIGO at design
sensitivity [2] and computed |ρmf(t)| using Eq. (8) with
IMRPhenomPv2 [25] templates of the specified masses.
Each template is matched with different noise realiza-
tions until we obtain a trigger of |ρmf(ttrig)| ∼ 6, which we
show in Fig. 1. The correlation between different times
manifests itself in the fact that |ρmf(t)| is a smooth func-
tion, where the smoothing time scale will be related to
the autocorrelation time, and we observe that it depends
on the template mass. In particular, the larger the mass,
the larger the autocorrelation time will be. This cor-
relation of |ρmf(t)| at different times has a direct effect
on the False Alarm Rate (FAR), defined as the average
time between peaks with |ρmf | > ρ, since the smoother
the function |ρmf(t)| is, the less peaks per second it will
have, thus reducing the rate of false alarms. Assuming
that the sampling rate of the detector is sufficiently fine
to see |ρmf(t)| as a smooth function, we will demonstrate
in the rest of this section that the effect of the correla-
tions will be to replace the sampling rate of the detector
1/∆tsamp in Eq. (10) by an effective sampling rate that
depends on the template, the noise PSD and the thresh-
old ρ.

A. Probabilistic derivation of the FAR

The autocorrelation of ρmf(t) can be quantified by
computing the covariance between the values of ρmf(t)
at different times, assuming that the strain only contains
Gaussian noise:

Γ(t, t′) =
1

2
〈ρmf(t)ρmf(t′)∗〉 =

= 8

〈∫ fmax

fmin

df

∫ fmax

fmin

df ′
h̃∗(f)h̃(f ′)ñ∗(f ′)ñ(f)

Sn(f)Sn(f ′) (ρopt)2
e2πi(ft−f ′t′)

〉

= 8

∫ fmax

fmin

df

∫ fmax

fmin

df ′
h̃∗(f)h̃(f ′)〈ñ∗(f ′)ñ(f)〉
Sn(f)Sn(f ′) (ρopt)2

e2πi(ft−f ′t′)

= Γ(t− t′) =
4

(ρopt)2

∫ fmax

fmin

df
|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)
e2πif(t−t′) , (11)

where we have used Eq. (1) and that 〈ρmf(t)〉 = 0. We
observe in Eq. (11) that for t = t′ we have Γ(0) = 1, as
expected from the fact that ρmf(t) is a complex normal
variable at any specific point in time. In general Γ(t− t′)
will be non-negligible for t 6= t′, so the value of the SNR at
two different times will be correlated. If we consider the
SNR at two different points separated by a time ∆t, and
define ρmf(t) ≡ ρc1 and ρmf(t + ∆t) ≡ ρc2, from Eq. (11)
we have that their joint probability distribution will be
given by the following bivariate complex Gaussian:

p(ρc1, ρ
c
2) =

exp
{
− |ρ

c
1|

2+|ρc2|
2−2Re(Γ(∆t)ρc∗1 ρc2)

2(1−|Γ(∆t)|2)

}
(2π)2(1− |Γ(∆t)|2)

, (12)

Using this expression we can compute the two-point false
alarm probability (FAP2), that is, the probability that
either ρ1 or ρ2 are greater than some SNR threshold ρ,

FAP2 = P (ρ1 > ρ ∪ ρ2 > ρ) . (13)

An in depth study of this quantity is made in ap-
pendix A, where we find expressions to compute it nu-
merically and to analytically approximate it to arbitrary
order. To understand how FAP2 behaves, and to gain in-
tuition on how the FAP of more variables will behave, it is
interesting to discuss its limiting behaviours. When the
separation between the two points is large (∆t → ∞),
the correlation between them vanishes (|Γ(∆t)| → 0)
meaning that FAP2 becomes the FAP of two uncorrelated

variables, that is, FAP2(|Γ(∆t)| = 0) = 2e−ρ
2/2 − e−ρ2 .

As the points get closer together (∆t → 0) the corre-
lation increases (|Γ(∆t)| → 1), and FAP2 will decrease
due to correlation effects until the correlation is maximal
(|Γ(∆t)| = 1), when the two variables will behave as a

single one and FAP2(|Γ(∆t)| = 1) = e−ρ
2/2.

In the real setup of a GW experiment, we are inter-
ested in determining the false alarm probability for N
points separated by a sampling time ∆t each. If we de-



4

FIG. 1. Simulation of the modulus of the matched filter SNR |ρmf(t)| for Gaussian noise generated using Advanced LIGO
design sensitivity [2] and IMRPhenomPv2 [25] templates of masses m1 = m2 = 1M�, m1 = m2 = 50M� and m1 = m2 = 150M�.
Each template is matched with different noise realizations until we obtain a trigger of |ρmf(ttrig)| ∼ 6. We plot 0.5s around this
trigger.

fine ρk ≡ |ρmf(t+ k∆t)|, this FAP is given by:

FAP = P

(
N⋃
n=1

ρn > ρ

)
= 1− P

(
N⋂
n=1

ρn < ρ

)

= 1− P (ρ1 < ρ)

N∏
k=2

P
(
ρk < ρ

∣∣∣ k−1⋂
n=1

ρn < ρ
)
,

(14)

where P (A|B) denotes the conditional probability of A
given B and in the last equality we have used the mul-
tiplication rule of probability. To compute Eq. (14) we
will thus need P (ρ2 < ρ|ρ1 < ρ). This can be computed
in terms of the FAP2 defined in Eq. (13):

P (ρ2 < ρ|ρ1 < ρ) =
P (ρ1 < ρ ∩ ρ2 < ρ)

P (ρ1 < ρ)

=
1− FAP2(ρ,∆t)

1− e−ρ2/2

≈ 1− (FAP2(ρ,∆t)− e−ρ
2/2) , (15)

where in the last equality we have assumed that

e−ρ
2/2 � 1 (which is true for ρ & 3). In order to com-

pute Eq. (14) we also need to calculate P (ρk < ρ | ρ1 <
ρ ∩ ρ2 < ρ ∩ ... ∩ ρk−1 < ρ). We can determine this con-
ditional probability in an approximate way by assuming
that it depends only on the nearest neighbor, that is:

P (ρk < ρ | ρ1 < ρ ∩ ρ2 < ρ ∩ ... ∩ ρk−1 < ρ)

≈ P (ρk < ρ | ρk−1 < ρ) = P (ρ2 < ρ | ρ1 < ρ) , (16)

where in the last equality we have just used the trans-
lation invariance of the problem. The Nearest Neighbor
approximation of Eq. (16) will only be valid in the case
in which the sampling time ∆t is large enough such that
second neighbor effects can be neglected, which could
be taken into account by replacing the approximation of
Eq. (16) by P (ρ3 < ρ|ρ2 < ρ ∩ ρ1 < ρ).

Introducing Eqs. (15), (16) into Eq. (14) and assuming

that FAP2 − e−ρ
2/2 � 1, we have:

FAP ≈ 1− (1− e−ρ
2/2)

[
1−

(
FAP2(ρ,∆t)− e−ρ

2/2
)]N−1

≈ 1− exp
{
−N

[
FAP2(ρ,∆t)− e−ρ

2/2
]}

≈ 1− exp

{
−Tobs

∆t

[
FAP2(ρ,∆t)− e−ρ

2/2
]}

,

(17)

where Tobs is the observing time on which we are com-
puting the FAP, which we assume to be long enough so
that N = Tobs/∆t� 1.

To obtain a quantity that is independent of the observ-
ing time, we define the false alarm rate (FAR), which is
the average number of false alarms per unit time. As we
see in Fig. 1, the autocorrelation of the SNR has the ef-
fect of clustering its values in peaks. Though each peak
of |ρmf(t)| has many sample times over the threshold,
which naively could count as false alarms, it is important
to realize that each peak should be counted as a single
false alarm, that is, we have to find the number of uncor-
related false alarms which are thus Poisson distributed.
This is an important point, given that if each sample time
that is over the SNR threshold ρ were counted as a false
alarm, we would obtain the naive FAR of Eq. (10), since
looking at individual points the probability is given by
Eq. (9), and we would greatly overestimate the FAR.

By the definition of the FAR, the mean of the Poisson
distribution describing the number of uncorrelated false
alarms will be λ = TobsFAR, assuming an observing time
Tobs. Therefore, the probability of having k false alarms
is:

p(k) =
(TobsFAR)k

k!
e−TobsFAR . (18)

Since the FAP is the probability of having one or more
false alarms, it is given by:

FAP =

∞∑
k=1

p(k) = 1− p(0) = 1− exp{−TobsFAR} .

(19)
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By comparing Eq. (17) and Eq. (19), we immediately
deduce the following relation between the FAR and the
FAP:

FAR2(ρ,∆t) =
1

∆t

[
FAP2(ρ,∆t)− e−ρ

2/2
]
, (20)

where we add the subscript 2 to highlight that this FAR
has been computed taking into account only nearest
neighbors.

B. Evaluation of the FAR of a template

In order to further elaborate the expression of the FAR
for a given template in Eq. (20), we need to study the
FAP2(ρ,∆t) more in depth. In the case in which the
detector has a high enough sampling rate, we can as-
sume that |ρmf(t)| is a continuous function, as is the case
in Fig. 1. This will be a very good approximation in
LIGO-Virgo, where the data is taken at a sampling rate
of 1/∆tsamp = 16384 Hz. In this case, instead of inter-
preting ∆t as the sampling time of the detector, we leave
it as a free parameter, as we imagine that the function
|ρmf(t)| can be resampled arbitrarily. We will want to
make ∆t → 0, to obtain the result for when |ρmf(t)| is
continuously sampled, but if ∆t is too small, the near-
est neighbor approximation will stop being valid. The
effect of the farther neighbors will be to reduce the num-
ber of effective trials. This compensates the increase in
the number of sampling points in such a way that the
exact FAR with all correlations taken into account will
be smaller than the FAR from the nearest neighbor ap-
proximation, that is:

FAR(ρ,∆tsamp) ≤ FAR2(ρ,∆tsamp) . (21)

With this in mind, we approximate the FAR of Eq. (20)
for ∆t → 0, which from Eq. (11) is equivalent to
|Γ(∆t)| → 1. We can do this by introducing in Eq. (20)
the expression for FAP2 of Eq. (A20) found in Ap-
pendix. A, keeping only next to leading order terms in
1− |Γ(∆t)| and assuming that ρ2 � 1:

FAR2 ≈
e−ρ

2/2

∆t
Erf

[
ρ
√

1− |Γ(∆t)|
2

]
. (22)

Since we are interested in the limit ∆t→ 0, we can sub-
stitute Γ(∆t) by its Taylor expansion around ∆t = 0,
which using the definition in Eq. (11) will be given by:

Γ(∆t) =
4

(ρopt)2

∫ fmax

fmin

df
|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)
e2πif∆t

=
4

(ρopt)2

∫ fmax

fmin

df
|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)

∞∑
k=0

(2πif∆t)k

k!

=

∞∑
k=0

ik
Ck
k!

(∆t)k , (23)

where Ck are real constants defined as

Ck =
4

(ρopt)2

∫ fmax

fmin

df (2πf)k
|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)
. (24)

To leading order in ∆t, we then have that |Γ(∆t)| will be
given by:

|Γ(∆t)| = 1− 1

2

(
C2 − C2

1

)
(∆t)2 , (25)

where we have used that C0 = 1. Substituting the ex-
pansion for |Γ(∆t)| of Eq. (25) into Eq. (22) and keeping
terms in ∆t up to leading order, we obtain:

FAR2(ρ,∆t) ≈ e−ρ
2/2

∆t
Erf

[√
π

2
ρC∆t

]
, (26)

where for simplicity we have defined:

C ≡
√
C2 − C2

1

2π
, (27)

which is always a real quantity, since C2−C2
1 ≥ 0. 1 This

is a necessary condition given by the fact that C2 − C2
1

is the leading order coefficient in the Taylor expansion of
|Γ(∆t)| (see Eq. (25)) and we know that |Γ(∆t)| ≤ 1.

From Eq. (26) we have that in the limit ∆t→ 0:

FAR2(ρ, 0) = C ρ e−ρ
2/2 . (30)

The way to interpret the result of Eq. (30) is that even if
we consider the separation between points to tend to 0,
the FAR will not diverge, as we would have naively de-
duced from Eq. (10). The correlation between the neigh-
boring points will regularize the FAR to the finite value
of Eq. (30).

This can be seen in Fig. 2, where we show the FAR2 for
IMRPhenomPv2 [25] templates of different masses, assum-
ing Advanced LIGO at design sensitivity [2]. The FAR

1 We can explicitly prove that C2−C2
1 ≥ 0 and gain some intuition

on C, if we realize that

g(f) =

 4
(ρopt)2

|h̃(f)|2
Sn(f)

fmin < f < fmax

0 else
(28)

can be interpreted as a probability distribution function, since it
is always non-negative and it is normalized (i.e.

∫∞
−∞ g(f)df =

1). Using this probability distribution function, we then observe
that C is simply given by:

C =
√

2π(Eg [f2]− Eg [f ]2) =
√

2πEg [(f − Eg [f ])2] =
√
2π σf .

(29)

where Eg [X] denotes the expectation value of X in g, σf is the
standard deviation of the frequency f in g, and from the second
equality we explicitly see that the argument of the square root
is always positive. From Eq. (29) we then observe that C will be
directly related with the bandwidth, that is, how spread out in
frequencies is g(f). Therefore, the more broadband our detector
and signals are, the larger C will be in general.
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FIG. 2. The FAR2 for IMRPhenomPv2 [25] templates of dif-
ferent masses, assuming Advanced LIGO at design sensitivity
[2] and setting the threshold SNR ρ = 4. The FAR is com-
puted using the exact expression (Eq. (20)), the leading-order
expression of Eq. (26) and the NLO expression of Eq. (37),
where the integrals in frequency are always computed between
fmin = 20 Hz and fmax = 2048 Hz to mimic normal GW anal-
ysis. We normalize the FAR to its value at 0 separation and
the time to make the LO approximation of cases appear the
same. The uncorrelated case of Eq. (10) is also plotted.

is computed using the exact expression (Eq. (20)), the
leading order (LO) expression of Eq. (26) and the next-
to-leading order (NLO) expression of Eq. (37), which
will be discussed in the next subsection. For the cases
of large masses (m1,2 = 50M�, m1,2 = 150M� and
m1 = 120M�,m2 = 60M�), we have that the leading
order expression gives an accurate representation of the
exact result, as can be seen from the fact that the lines
for the three high mass cases are on top of each other
and on top of their corresponding LO and NLO approx-
imations. This is no longer true for the low mass cases
of m1,2 = 1M� and m1 = 20M�,m2 = 4M�, where
the FAR decreases faster than expected at high values of
∆t due to correlation tails at this high ∆t. To describe
this deviation from the LO result, we will have to take
into account higher order corrections in ∆t, which will
be discussed in the next subsection.

The fewer trials we do, the smaller the FAR should be.
Therefore the FAR is a monotonously decreasing function
of ∆t, and FAR2(ρ,∆tsamp) ≤ FAR2(ρ, 0), which can
correctly be seen in Fig. 2. Using this together with
Eq. (21) we obtain

FAR(ρ,∆tsamp) ≤ FAR2(ρ, 0) = ρCe−ρ
2/2 . (31)

We expect that the result of Eq. (31) will be a very
tight upper bound, and thus a good approximation of the
exact FAR in the case that the NLO corrections are small,
since these are related with the length of the correlations
and thus the importance of the next-to-near neighbors.

FIG. 3. Comparison between the simulated and predicted
FAR for five different IMRPhenomPv2 templates. The simu-
lation is done using 15 million chunks of 512 s of simulated
Gaussian noise generated from Advanced LIGO at design sen-
sitivity [2]. We directly compute the probability to have a
trigger with |ρmf | > ρ by performing matched filtering be-
tween fmin = 20 Hz and fmax = 2048 Hz with the correspond-
ing GW template and dividing the number of chunks where
we find a match with |ρmf | > ρ by the total number of chunks
analyzed. The error on the FAP is computed using the Wil-
son score 90% confidence interval [26]. Introducing this FAP
in Eq. (32) (using Tobs =512 s) we obtain the FAR plotted
with dots, whose error bars represent the 90% confidence in-
terval. For the theory curves, the corresponding values of C
are computed with Eq. (27)) and Eq. (24).

To study the validity of this result we will simulate the
problem at hand. In particular, we will simulate the FAP
by generating many chunks of simulated Gaussian noise
from Advanced LIGO at design sensitivity [2] of duration
Tobs = 512 s. We directly compute the probability to
have a trigger with |ρmf | > ρ by performing matched
filtering on the noise using a GW template and dividing
the number of chunks where we find a match with |ρmf | >
ρ by the total number of chunks analyzed. From this FAP
we can obtain the FAR simply by inverting Eq. (19):

FAR =
1

Tobs
log

(
1

1− FAP

)
. (32)

In Fig. 3 we show the FAR computed in this way from

the simulation of the FAP and multiplied by eρ
2/2 to

extract the exponential decay behavior and make visual-
ization easier. The matched filter is done with five dif-
ferent IMRPhenomPv2 templates with the same masses as
the ones used in Fig. 2. We have observed that indeed,
Eq. (31) is always satisfied and FAR2(ρ, 0) is an upper
bound of FARN (ρ,∆tsamp) within the error. As was dis-
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cussed previously, this is a tight upper bound in the case
in which the NLO corrections are small, deviating by less
that 1 part in 1000 for the larger masses (m1,2 = 50M�,
m1,2 = 150M� and m1 = 120M�,m2 = 60M�). In the
cases where the NLO corrections are important (m1,2 =
1M� and m1 = 20M�,m2 = 4M�) we can observe that
even though Eq. (31) is still a good upper bound, it is
not so tight any more. Nonetheless, the maximum rela-
tive error between the upper bound and the exact value
always stays below 15% and decreases towards larger val-
ues of the SNR threshold ρ. We thus confirm that a good
approximation of the FAR is:

FAR = C ρ e−ρ
2/2 . (33)

Comparing this expression with the value of the naive
FAR that we derived at the beginning in Eq. (10), we
have that, as anticipated, the sampling time of the ex-
periment is naturally replaced by an effective sampling
time for which we can obtain the same result as for un-
correlated points. This effective sampling rate depends
on the threshold ρ and on the template and noise PSD
via the coefficient C:

∆teff =
1

ρC
(34)

Consistently computing corrections to this result, we
would have to take into account the effect of next-to-
leading order corrections. We do this in the next subsec-
tion.

C. NLO corrections to the FAR of a template

We will start by studying the next-to-leading-order
(NLO) corrections to the expression for FAR2 found in
Eq. (26). For this we now substitute in Eq. (20) the ex-
pression for FAP2 of Eq. (A25) found in Appendix. A,
keeping NLO terms in 1 − |Γ(∆t)| and assuming that
ρ2 � 1:

FAR2 ≈
e−ρ

2/2

∆t
Erf

{
ρ
√

1− |Γ(∆t)|
2

(
1 +

1− |Γ(∆t)|
4

)}
.

(35)

And when considering the Taylor expansion of |Γ(∆t)|
we now keep up to quartic terms, that is:

|Γ(∆t)| = 1− 1

2

(
C2 − C2

1

)
(∆t)2

+
1

24
(C4 − 4C1C3 + 6C2

1C2 − 3C4
1 )(∆t)4 ,

(36)

Introducing this Taylor expansion into Eq. (35) and keep-
ing up to leading order terms, we have:

FAR2(ρ,∆t)≈ e
−ρ2/2

∆t
Erf

{√
π

2
ρC∆t

(
1− (∆t)2

(∆tNLO)2

)}
,

(37)

where we have introduced ∆tNLO as the characteristic
time for which when ∆t� |∆tNLO| we can neglect higher
order effects. In terms of Ck, it will be given by:

(∆tNLO)2 =
24(C2 − C2

1 )

C4 − 4C1C3 − 3C2
2 + 12C2

1C2 − 6C4
1

.

(38)
Looking again at Fig. 2 where the NLO FAR2 of Eq. (37)
is compared in with the LO expression (Eq. (26)) and
with the exact expression (Eq. (20)), we can observe
that the NLO corrections are not important for the
high mass systems (m1,2 = 50M�, m1,2 = 150M� and
m1 = 120M�,m2 = 60M�), since |ρC∆tNLO| � 1.
However, for the low mass cases of m1,2 = 1M� and
m1 = 20M�,m2 = 4M�, which have |ρC∆tNLO| ∼ O(1),
we can see that the higher order corrections in ∆t are im-
portant. In these cases, the tails of the correlation are
relatively longer, and so the FAR decreases faster than
expected as a function of ∆t, which is accurately de-
scribed by the NLO corrections as long as ∆t . ∆tNLO.

We also want to obtain a more accurate formula for the
Gaussian FAR than the one in Eq. (33). To consistently
compute corrections to the result of Eq. (33), we would
have to take into account the effect of farther neighbors
in Eq. (16). Nonetheless, doing this becomes very com-
plicated rather quickly. Instead, a heuristic way to take
into account the next to leading order corrections can be
found by imposing that these preserve the same behavior
as the leading order term of Eq. (26), which we have seen
gives a very good description when higher orders can be
neglected. We can imagine that at ∆teff/2 there will be a
sampling point whose correlation we are neglecting when
we resample |ρmf(t)|. We will then impose that the cor-
relation |Γ(∆t)| at this point has the same value as in
the case where we only consider the leading order term
in the Taylor expansion of Eq. (25):∣∣∣∣Γ(∆teff

2

)∣∣∣∣ = 1− π

4ρ2
. (39)

Using the next to leading order expansion for |Γ(∆t)| on
the left hand side, we obtain:

1− π

4
(C∆teff)

2
+
π

2
ρ2

NLO (C∆teff)
4

= 1− π

4ρ2
. (40)

where for convenience we have defined ρNLO in the fol-
lowing way

ρNLO =

√
π(C4 − 4C1C3 + 6C2

1C2 − 3C4
1 )

48(C2 − C2
1 )2

. (41)

Solving Eq. (40) for ∆teff , keeping only leading-order
terms in ρNLO/ρ, we obtain:

1

∆tNLO
eff

= ρC

[
1−

(
ρNLO

ρ

)2
]
. (42)

This heuristic result is compared in Fig. 3 with the
simulated value. Although we have to keep in mind that
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FIG. 4. The FAR prefactor C as a function of the CBC masses
parameterized via the total mass of the binary M = m1 +m2

and the mass ratio q = m2/m1 and computed using the PSD
of Advanced LIGO at design sensitivity [2] between fmin =
20 Hz and fmax = 2048 Hz. The waveform has been computed
using IMRPhenomPv2 with zero spin.

it has not been derived in a consistent way, we can ob-
serve that it closely follows the behavior of the devia-
tions from Eq. (33) for the cases of m1,2 = 1M� and
m1 = 20M�,m2 = 4M� for which the corrections are
important. Eq. (42) will thus be a useful model to un-
derstand how these deviations behave. As expected, the
heuristic corrections of Eq. (42) make the FAR smaller
than the upper bound of Eq. (33). Furthermore, we find
that in this model the magnitude of the corrections is
governed by ρNLO, Eq. (41), which is a parameter that
characterizes how the correlation |Γ(∆t)| deviates from
a parabola around ∆t = 0. From Eq. (42) we observe
that when we increase the SNR threshold ρ, the magni-
tude of the correction decays as (ρNLO/ρ)2, and so for
ρ & 3ρNLO, the relative error done when ignoring these
corrections is smaller than ∼ 10%.

D. Dependence on the CBC template parameters

At a constant matched filter SNR, and neglecting
higher order corrections (ρ � ρNLO), the False Alarm
Rate of Eq. (33) will only depend on the signal via the
multiplicative coefficient C defined in Eq. (27), which
when multiplied by the SNR, gives us the effective sam-
pling rate. Since the higher the effective sampling rate,
the more false alarms we expect, we can study how much
Gaussian noise background there is in different regions of
the CBC parameter space by representing the coefficient
C as a function of the CBC parameters. This is done in
the Fig. 4, where we plot C as a function of the CBC
component masses for the IMRPhenomPv2 waveform with
the spins set to 0.

The masses are parameterized via the total mass of the

FIG. 5. The ρNLO as a function of the CBC masses parame-
terized via the total mass of the binary M = m1 +m2 and the
mass ratio q = m2/m1 and computed using the PSD of Ad-
vanced LIGO at design sensitivity [2] between fmin = 20 Hz
and fmax = 2048 Hz. The waveform has been computed using
IMRPhenomPv2 with zero spin.

binary, M = m1 + m2, and the mass ratio, q = m2/m1,
the leading order parameters that control the amplitude
evolution of the waveform [27], which is the part that
enters in the computation of Ck in Eq. (24). These results
are robust with respect to the waveform choice since Ck
depends only on the amplitude evolution which is not
as sensitive to modeling uncertainties as quantities that
depend on the phase evolution of the template [28].

In Fig. 4 we obtain the natural result that, as a gen-
eral trend, the higher the mass, the smaller the FAR will
be (at a constant ρ). This is because the characteristic
frequency of the event will be smaller, and then the char-
acteristic autocorrelation time of the matched filter SNR
will be longer, meaning that the time between indepen-
dent trials will be longer. On top of this general trend we
observe a peak at around M ∼ 10M�, which will be due
to events whose merger lies in the upper part of the most
sensitive frequency range of the interferometer. Since
during merger |h̃(f)|2 ∝ f−4/3 instead of |h̃(f)|2 ∝ f−7/3

as in the inspiral [27], this will make g(f) (Eq. (28)) decay
slower at larger frequencies where it is usually suppressed
by the quantum shot noise (Sn(f) ∝ f2 [29] at high fre-
quency). In this case where merger lies in the upper part
of the most sensitive frequency range of the interferom-
eter, the value of C will be larger because the band of
frequencies that contribute will be larger. As a conse-
quence of C being larger, the effective sampling rate will
be larger, leading to more false alarms.

In Fig. 5, the parameter ρNLO giving the scale of the
next to leading order corrections is shown. This quan-
tity has a similar behavior as that of C, saturating at
small masses where the merger is outside the sensitiv-
ity band, and generally decreasing at large masses whose
merger happens at low frequency. It also has a peak



9

at intermediate masses, corresponding to those systems
that merge in the upper range of the frequency band that
has the highest sensitivity. Note that in the case of ρNLO,
this peak is more pronounced and towards smaller masses
than in the case of C, which is due to the fact that in this
range the value of ρNLO is dominated by the value of C4,
which weighs more heavily higher frequencies than C2,
see Eq. (24). The maximum of ρNLO is achieved in this
peak around M ∼ 8M�, with a value of ρNLO,max ∼ 2.
This means that if we go to ρ & 6, the relative mag-
nitude of the deviations from Eq. (33) will be smaller
than ∼ 10% for all CBC parameter range (see Eq. (42)).
Therefore, as long as ρ & 6 Eq. (33) will not only be an
upper bound, but also a very good approximation of the
FAR.

Having established the validity of Eq. (33) to approx-
imate the FAR, we can now use it to find what SNR
threshold ρ would we need to set to discard all events
with FAR higher than a given threshold FARth. To do
this we have to invert Eq. (33), which can not be done ex-
actly in terms of elementary functions, since it is a tran-
scendental equation, but it can be done approximately in
the limit that ρ� 1:

ρ =

√√√√2 log
C

FARth
+ log

{
2 log

C

FARth

}(
1 +

1

2 log C
FARth

)
,

(43)
which gives ρ with a relative error of order O(log2(ρ)/ρ6).
In Fig. 6 we have plotted this SNR threshold ρ for differ-
ent FAR thresholds as a function of the total mass of the
binary M , assuming equal component masses (q = 1).
Even though from Fig. 4 we observe that the value of
C depends strongly on M , when we introduce this C in
Eq. (43), ρ depends to leading order on the square root
of its logarithm and so has only a mild dependence on M
as can be seen in Fig. 6. As a general trend, the higher
M is, the smaller the SNR threshold ρ will have to be set
to exclude false alarms at a given rate FARth, with the
peak at M ∼ 10M� that was was observed in Fig. 4 now
less prominent due to the logarithmic dependence. The
dependence on FARth will also be mild, as ρ will also de-
pend on the square root of the logarithm of this quantity.
Because of this, the variation of an order of magnitude
in FARth changes ρ by only a small amount. We observe
that if we set ρ = 8, as is commonly done in the theoret-
ical literature [30], we would be rejecting Gaussian noise
false alarms with rates higher than FARth ∼ 10−3yr−1.

III. THE FALSE ALARM RATE OF A
TEMPLATE IN A NETWORK OF DETECTORS

In this section we want to determine how much time
of stationary Gaussian noise ni(t) of the detectors in a
network would we have to look at on average to obtain
a match with a signal to noise ratio (SNR) greater than
some threshold ρ, using a GW template for the two po-
larization {h+(t), h×(t)}, which when projected in the

FIG. 6. SNR threshold ρ for different FAR thresholds as a
function of the total mass of the binary M , assuming 0 spin
and equal component masses (q = 1). ρ is plotted using
Eq. (43), where the values of C are the same as the ones for
the q = 1 curve of the left panel of Fig. 4. Direct comparison
between the approximation of Eq. (43) and the ρ obtained
by numerically inverting Eq. (33) shows that the maximum
relative error made on ρ is of 2 × 10−5 for the values shown
in this plot.

i-th detector leaves a signal hi(t). For the problem to be
well-posed we will have first to define what we mean by
the SNR for multiple detectors. In the case we have more
than one detector, the total optimal SNR ρopt

tot is defined
by summing the individual optimal SNRs (Eq. (3)) in
quadrature, that is:

ρopt
tot =

√∑
i

〈hi, hi〉i =

√∑
i

(ρopt
i )2 , (44)

where 〈×,×〉i denotes the inner product (Eq. (2)) with
the PSD Si(f) of the i-th detector. If si(t) is the strain
data in the i-th detector of the network, then the total
matched filter SNR ρmf

tot is defined as:

ρmf
tot =

1

ρopt
tot

∑
i

〈hi, si〉i =
1

ρopt
tot

∑
i

ρopt
i ρmf

i , (45)

which given that each ρmf
i is a complex normal variable,

if there are no correlations between detectors, will also be
a complex normal variable. As was the case for the sin-
gle detector matched filter SNR, the real part of Eq. (45)
will be the optimal quantity to rank the triggers when
the form of the signal is known. Nonetheless, as was
discussed in Sec. II, in most cases of interest, the global
phase of the GW can be changed arbitrarily and does
not carry any information. Therefore we want to set
|ρmf

tot| as the ranking statistic, so that we get rid of the
global phase while keeping the information contained in
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the relative phase and time of arrival of the GW in each
detector, which will be related to the orientation and
location of the detectors with respect to the direction
and orientation of the GW source. The relative phase of
the incoming GW in the different detectors is sometimes
ignored in GW searches to reduce computational cost
and can easily add single detector triggers [31], although
methods to take it into account in a statistical way have
recently been introduced [32]. The relative phases be-
tween detectors are ignored when using the incoherent
SNR, which is obtained adding the absolute value of the
single detector matched filter SNRs in quadrature:

ρinc =

√∑
i

|ρmf
i |2 . (46)

Nonetheless, in this paper this ranking statistic will not
be used as a lot of information is lost with it. If we shift
in time the signals in all detectors, they will change by
the same factor (F(hi(t

′)) = F(hi(t))e
−2πif(t′−t)), and

then as in Eq. (8) we can compute the matched filter
SNR of the signal at different times with Gaussian noise
using the following expression:

ρmf
tot(t) =

4

ρopt
tot

∫ fmax

fmin

dfe2πift
∑
i

h̃∗i (f)ñi(f)

Si(f)
, (47)

where Si(f) is the noise PSD in the i-th detector. This
quantity will also have correlations between different
times that will affect the false alarm rate in a very sim-
ilar way as in Sec. II. This correlation can be explicitly
seen in Fig. 7, where in the top panel we have plotted
a simulation similar to that of Fig. 1 for a random real-
ization of the matched filter SNR for each detector in a
Network formed by LIGO Livingston (L1), LIGO Han-
ford (H1) [2] and Virgo (V1) [3] at their design sensi-
tivities. In the bottom panel we plot the sum of these
single detector SNRs both in a coherent way (Eq. (45))
and incoherent way (Eq. (46)). We observe how these
two are smooth functions and are thus autocorrelated in
time. We also observe that the incoherent SNR is always
above the coherent one (sometimes quite significantly),
since it ignores the important information carried by the
consistency of the GW phase in the different detectors.

In a similar way as in Eq. (11), we can quantify the
autocorrelation in time of ρmf

tot(t) by computing the co-
variance between different times:

Γ(t, t′) =
1

2
〈ρmf

tot(t)ρ
mf
tot(t

′)∗〉 =

=
8

(ρopt
tot )2

〈∫ fmax

fmin

df

∫ fmax

fmin

df ′e2πi(ft−f ′t′)
∑
i

∑
j

h̃∗i (f)h̃j(f
′)ñ∗j (f

′)ñi(f)

Si(f)Sj(f ′)

〉

=
8

(ρopt
tot )2

∫ fmax

fmin

df

∫ fmax

fmin

df ′e2πi(ft−f ′t′)
∑
i

∑
j

h̃∗i (f)h̃j(f
′)〈ñ∗j (f ′)ñi(f)〉

Si(f)Sj(f ′)

= Γ(t− t′) =
4

(ρopt
tot )2

∫ fmax

fmin

dfe2πif(t−t′)
∑
i

|h̃i(f)|2

Si(f)
,

(48)

where we have used that when there is no corre-
lation between the noise of different detectors, then
〈ñ∗j (f ′)ñi(f)〉 = 1

2Si(f)δijδ(f − f ′). What we observe
in Eq. (48) is that in the many detector case we obtain
the same formula of the covariance as in the single detec-
tor case of Eq. (11) if we do the following identification

1

(ρopt)2

|h̃(f)|2

Sn(f)
−→ 1

(ρopt
tot )2

∑
i

|h̃i(f)|2

Si(f)
. (49)

Therefore the FAR will be given by the same expres-
sions that were found in Sec. II for the single detector
case doing the identification of Eq. (49). That is, an ac-
curate upper bound approximation of the FAR is given by

Eq. (33), with C given by the same formula of Eq. (27),
but now using the following expression for Ck:

Ck =
4

(ρopt
tot )2

∫ fmax

fmin

df (2πf)k
∑
i

|h̃i(f)|2

Si(f)
. (50)

IV. APPLICATION TO GW EVENTS

So far we have discussed the FAR and the FAP for a
predefined template given a threshold SNR ρ. However,
in real settings what we observe is a fluctuation in the
strain, that we do not know if it comes from a GW or
from noise, and which we will generically call an event.
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FIG. 7. Top panel: Simulation of the modulus of the single detector matched filter SNR |ρmf(t)| for Gaussian noise generated
of H1, L1 and V1 at design sensitivity. The match is performed using a spinless IMRPhenomPv2 [25] template of masses
m1 = m2 = 50M�, with extrinsic parameters right ascension 1.7rad, declination 1.7rad, polarization 0.2rad and a reference
time tGPS = 1000000000s. Bottom Panel: We show the result of adding the single detector SNRs of the top panel both
coherently (Eq. (45)) and incoherently (Eq. (46)). To obtain the particular curves shown in this plot we generated random
Gaussian noise in the three interferometers until we obtained a realization with a time at which |ρmf

tot| > 6.5 and we plot 0.5s
around the maximum of this trigger.

This fluctuation can be interpreted under any template,
each giving a different SNR. For a given template, the
threshold SNR ρ to use in Eq. (33) for the FAR computa-
tion is the observed total matched filter SNR (ρ = |ρmf

tot|),
since we want to know how likely it is to find SNRs equal
to or larger than the one observed for the template. The
problem will then be how to choose a template, given the
observed strain, to determine the SNR and to compute
the FAR using Eq. (33). The likelihood is the conditional
probability of obtaining the observed strain given a GW

signal with parameters ~θ. If we assume Gaussian noise,
the likelihood takes the the following form [33]:

L(s|~θ) = N exp

{
−1

2

∑
i

〈si − hi(~θ), si − hi(~θ)〉i

}

∝ exp

{
ρopt

tot (~θ)

(
Re
{
ρmf

tot(
~θ, s)

}
− 1

2
ρopt

tot (~θ)

)}
,

(51)

where N is a normalization constant. Note that the like-
lihood will be larger for those templates that have the
largest matched filter SNR and an optimum SNR such
that ρopt

tot = Re{ρmf
tot}, which for GW templates can al-

ways be achieved by varying the distance to the source.
We then have the expected result that, the more SNR a
template has, the larger its Likelihood is and, therefore,
the more likely it is to reproduce the observed strain.

However, when we associate a template with an event,
we are interpreting the strain fluctuation in terms of a
model, with underlying assumptions about the possible
physics. The consistent way to take this into account
is to think of the event as having a probability of be-
ing described by any template, with some priors on each

template 2. Because we are characterizing a fluctuation
observed in the data, we need to evolve our priors to find
the probability of each template describing the specific
strain. Therefore, what naturally arises is the need to
employ Bayes’ Theorem to determine the posterior prob-

ability p(~θ|s) of each template given the observed strain
s:

p(~θ|s) =
L(s|~θ)π(~θ)∫
d~θ′L(s|~θ′)π(~θ′)

, (52)

where π(~θ) is the prior probability for each set of param-
eters and it is multiplied by the likelihood to give the
posterior. The more SNR a template has, the larger its
likelihood and the more weight it will be given in the
posterior probability distribution. In Bayesian inference,

the posterior p(~θ|s) is interpreted as the probability of
the template given the strain. Therefore, the template
corresponding to the maximum of the posterior proba-
bility distribution is the most likely template given the
strain and our priors, while the maximum likelihood tem-
plate is the template most likely to generate the observed
strain. In general, these two templates will be different
from each other, and they will have different FAPs when
computed with Eqs. (19), (33), that we can call FAPmax p

and FAPmaxL respectively. The most representative tem-
plate when comparing to the LVK searches would corre-
spond to the maximum likelihood sample, since the mod-
eled searches performed by the LVK [14] deal with the
unknown intrinsic parameters by setting up a template

2 For example, even though the template that maximizes the SNR
is the one that exactly reproduces the strain (hi(t) = si(t)), this
is usually a physically impossible GW template, and in this case,
we will not consider it. We have that our prior probability for a
template that can not be generated by GWs is 0.
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bank to cover a target parameter space, and then select-
ing the template which has the highest likelihood ratio for
signal vs noise origin in a given segment of data which, in
the Gaussian noise case, means the highest SNR sample.
In practice, the FAR reported by LVK searches would
be the FAR of this max likelihood template multiplied
by the trial factor given by the number of independent
templates within the search parameter space.

Another possibility to consider all the information con-
tained in the posterior is to compute the FAP of the fluc-
tuation. To do so, we combine the probability of each
template describing the fluctuation given by the poste-
rior, and the probability of each template to be generated
by Gaussian noise with an SNR equal to or larger than
the observed one, given by the FAP, see Eqs. (19), (33),

FAPevent =

∫
d~θp(~θ|s)FAP(~θ, s)

=

∫
d~θp(~θ|s)

(
1−exp

{
−TobsC(~θ)

∣∣ρmf
tot(

~θ, s)
∣∣e− 1

2

∣∣ρmf
tot(

~θ,s)
∣∣2})

,

(53)

which will always be less than or equal to one, since the

posterior p(~θ|s) is normalized, as can be seen in Eq. (52).
The FAPevent of Eq. (53) will now not only depend on a
single template, but similarly to the Bayes Factor [17] it
will take into account the distribution of the likelihood
over the prior volume. Therefore, it can be seen as an ef-
fective way of considering the trial factor for the template
that best matches the data over a parameter space.

In general, the normalization of the posterior, given

by the evidence Z=
∫
d~θL(s|~θ)π(~θ), is extremely difficult

to compute. However, even though the full posterior is
unknown, one can use Monte Carlo methods to obtain
independent samples from it, as done in Parameter Es-
timation Analysis [21]. In terms of these independent
posterior samples, Eq. (53) can be approximated by:

FAPevent =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

FAP(~θi, s) . (54)

where Ns is the number of samples, and the error of
approximating the integral by a sum over independent
posterior samples is given by:

∆FAPevent =

√√√√ 1

Ns(Ns − 1)

Ns∑
i=1

(
FAP(~θi, s)− FAPevent

)2

.

(55)

A. Application to GW candidates in GWTC-3

As an application of the method previously outlined,
we analyze the 35 CBC candidates included in the last
gravitational wave transient catalog, GWTC-3 [14], de-
tected during the second part of the third observing run
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FIG. 8. In this plot we show the contours enclosing 90% of the
IMRPhenomXPHM [34] posterior samples in the (C, |ρmf

tot|)
plane for all the O3b Catalog events. The value of C is com-
puted using Eqs. (27), (50) with the local PSD around each
event. The values of (C, |ρmf

tot|) for the maximum likelihood
and maximum posterior probability samples are marked with
a star and square respectively. We also plot using dashed
lines the contours of the two events GW200308 173609 (in
grey) and GW200322 091133 (in red) after making the cut in
the Likelihood as was done for GWTC-3. The color of the
contours is given by the median total mass of the posterior
samples of each event. We also plot lines of constant FAR as
defined by Eq. (43).

(O3b). The Bayesian Parameter Estimation (PE) of
these events has been performed by the LVK collabo-
ration as described in Ref. [14] and the posterior samples
obtained are publicly available in Ref. [35].

We compute the value of C for each IMRPhenomX-
PHM [34] sample of every event in GWTC-3, using
Eqs. (27), (50), where we use the local PSD around each
event that is the same one employed in the PE, also avail-
able in Ref. [35]. In Fig. 8 we show the 90% credible
intervals of |ρmf

tot| and C, which are the contours enclos-
ing 90% of the posterior samples in the (C, |ρmf

tot|) plane.
Since at first order the Gaussian FAR only depends on
C and |ρmf

tot|, we can plot on top of Fig. 8 the contours of
constant FAR using Eq. (43). We observe that for most
of the events, almost all the samples are above a Gaussian
FAR of 1 per year, meaning that we do not expect them
to come from a Gaussian noise fluctuation. However,
there are two notable exceptions which have almost no
posterior support for templates with Gaussian FAR un-
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der 1 per year, which correspond to GW200308 173609
(grey) and GW200322 091133 (red), having only 4.16%
and 0.71% of the posterior samples above this threshold
respectively. These are the two events that were noticed
in GWTC-3 to have multimodal posterior distributions,
due to the likelihood not having a sufficiently large peak
to dominate the posterior in all parameter space, which
induces prior-dominated modes at large distances and
high masses.

In GWTC-3, an ad hoc cut in the likelihood was
made to get rid of these prior-dominated modes. For
GW200308 173609 the samples with log{L/L0} < 10
are removed while for GW200322 091133 the sam-
ples with log{L/L0} < 2 are removed, where L0 =
exp (−

∑
i〈si, si〉/2) is the likelihood of the data given no

signal, i.e. substituting h = 0 in Eq. (51)[17]. We show
with dashed lines the contour that encompasses in the
(C,|ρmf

tot|) plane 90% of the samples that remain after the
ad hoc Likelihood cut. We observe that the result is to
remove the lowest SNR samples (since the SNR and the
Likelihood are intimately related) and it thus removes the
posterior samples with the largest FAR. However, a large
fraction of the remaining samples still have FARs larger
than 1 per year, with 32.9% and 96.8% of them above this
threshold for GW200308 173609 and GW200322 091133
respectively.

Looking only at the maximum likelihood sample of
these two events (marked with a star in Fig. 8), they have
large SNR values of 8.00 for GW200308 173609 and 8.42
for GW200322 091133, which makes them have a single
template FARmaxL of 4.7×10−4yr−1 and 9.9×10−6yr−1

respectively, without taking into account any trial factor
due to the fact that the likelihood is maximized over a
parameter space.

The Gaussian FAR that we have presented here is not
directly comparable with the FAR computed by the LVK
search pipelines, since they differ in methodology in var-
ious ways. The search pipelines make use of a template
bank and a different ranking statistic from the bare SNR
to take into account the presence of non-Gaussianities.
The ranking statistic assigned to each trigger by the
pipelines is the one maximized over all the template
bank covering the parameter space of the search, with
the background estimated by doing time-shifts in detec-
tor data. Another difference is that pipelines do not co-
herently sum the signal from all interferometers, as this
would not allow marginalizing over the location in the
sky, polarization and neither to work with single detec-
tor triggers, making the search computationally cost pro-
hibitive. For this same reason, the template bank of the
searches often use simplified waveform models, ignoring
effects such as precession or Higher Order modes and do
a coarser sampling of the parameter space than what is
done in a Parameter Estimation.

In table I we present the most important parameters
to quantify the significance of the events in GWTC-3,
coming both from the LVK search and PE results and
from our Gaussian FAR analysis. Looking at the right-

most column, we notice that there are several events with
Gaussian FAPs (computed using Eq. (54) with Tobs =
1yr) that are of order 1. The highest FAPs come, as ex-
pected, from GW200308 173609 and GW200322 091133,
which have FAPs of 0.97 and 0.99 respectively. After
the Likelihood cut, the FAP of GW200308 173609 im-
proves substantially, becoming 0.44. However, that’s not
the case for GW200322 091133, which keeps a very high
FAP after the cut, with a value of 0.97 due to the fact
that it has small SNR values in most of its posterior.

Since both GW200308 173609 and GW200322 091133
have a small subset of samples in their posteriors with
larger SNRs and correspondingly small FARs, we can
explore which samples have this larger significance by
selecting only those that have a FAR below a 1yr−1

threshold. In Fig. 9 we show the distribution of some
of the binary parameters using only those samples with
FAR below a 1yr−1. We observe that the parameters
of the waveforms that satisfy this cut are very differ-
ent from all other CBC observations [36], with both
events having extremely large effective spin parameters
χeff and with GW200322 091133 having a very extreme
mass ratio for which waveform systematics might be im-
portant [34]. It’s also noticeable that, due to the very
low percentage of posterior samples with FAR below the
1yr−1 threshold in GW200322 091133, (∼ 0.07%), the
parameter space might be undersampled. In principle,
both, the search [37] and the parameter estimation [35]
should identify similar maximum likelihood points in the
parameter space for a given trigger time. We can then
compare the two template parameters’ values as a san-
ity check. In the GW200308 173609 case, differences
in the masses are not significant, with trigger masses
of (m1,m2) = (58.4, 41.3)M� while the masses identi-
fied by the PE for the maximum likelihood template are
(m1,m2) = (64.2, 38.2)M�. We find larger discrepan-
cies for the GW200322 091133, with trigger masses of
(m1,m2) = (56.0, 15.3)M� while the masses identified
by the PE are (m1,m2) = (161.3, 7.8)M�. The calcula-
tion of pastro depends crucially on the values of the masses
and such an extreme mass ratio would definitely repre-
sent an outlier to the population. For both events, in the
search and in the maximum likelihood of the PE, very
large values of χeff are found, in contrast with the rest
of the population of merging BH [36]. However, since
the value of the spin is not taken into account for pastro

calculations [16], this does not downrank the event. Fi-
nally, for the case of GW200322 091133 we also find a
substantial difference between the search SNR and the
maximum likelihood SNR of the PE, being 9.0 and 8.4
respectively. Since the FAR and pastro have an exponen-
tial dependence with the SNR, this difference would also
downweight the event.

Since our method only gives a lower bound estimation
on the FAP, it does not allow us to state that a candidate
is indeed a gravitational wave event, but it can support
the hypothesis of a noise origin. We can derive how likely
Gaussian noise is to generate a signal, but we can not say
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FIG. 9. Corner plots of selected parameters for the poste-
rior samples with Gaussian FAR≤1 per year. Top Panel:
GW200308 173609, Bottom Panel: GW200322 091133

anything about the possibility of non-Gaussianities mim-
icking it. With this in mind, in Fig. 10 we show how the
GWTC-3 events are distributed in the Gaussian FAP and
pastro plane (the values are taken from Table I). We note
that for all the 22 events with pastro > 0.9, the Gaussian
FAP also gives them low probability of generation from
a Gaussian noise fluctuation, having all FAP ≤ 2× 10−4

and there is no inconsistency. However, for the 13 events
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FIG. 10. The comparison in the Gaussian FAP and pastro
plane of the different GWTC-3 events from Table I. We have
set cuts in FAP of 10% and 50%, as well as in pastro = 0.5
and 0.9.

with 0.5 < pastro < 0.9, results are mixed. The majority
of these events (8/13) also have Gaussian FAP smaller
than 10% and so we find that they are not likely to be
generated from a Gaussian noise fluctuation. From the
13 events with 0.5 < pastro < 0.9 we have another 3
in the region of 10% < FAP < 50%, which therefore
have some non-negligible probability of being generated
by Gaussian noise, although it is still more likely they are
not. These 3 events correspond to GW191113 071753,
GW200208 222617 and GW200220 061928, from which
GW200208 222617 is the one with the largest Gaussian
FAP (∼ 31%) and also has a multimodal posterior distri-
bution [14]. Finally, at 0.5 < pastro < 0.9 and FAP> 50%
we have 2 points corresponding to GW200308 173609
and GW200322 091133 and which have already been dis-
cussed in detail as likely to be generated by a Gaussian
fluctuation. It is also interesting to note that for all
events with FAP> 0.1, the pastro value quoted in GWTC-
3 [14] is larger than 0.5 in only one of the pipelines, the
others quoting significantly lower values.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Understanding whether triggers in LIGO-Virgo detec-
tors are from gravitational wave or noise origin is a hard
task. For most of the events, the GW signal is expected
to be extremely weak and in this paper we have explored
the possibility of it being mimicked by the irreducible
Gaussian noise in the gravitational wave detectors.

We have derived a mathematical framework for esti-
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Event IFOs Pipeline Search Search pastro PE Gaussian Gaussian FAPevent

SNR log10(FAR · yr) SNR log10(FAR · yr) (Tobs = 1yr)

GW191103 012549 HL PyCBC-BBH 9.3 -0.34 0.94 8.9+0.3
−0.5 −6.40+1.92

−1.08 (1.99± 0.24)× 10−4

GW191105 143521 HLV PyCBC-broad 9.8 -1.92 > 0.99 9.7+0.3
−0.5 −9.44+2.08

−1.32 (2.6± 1.4)× 10−6

GW191109 010717 HL MBTA 15.2 -3.74 > 0.99 17.3+0.5
−0.5 −54.23+3.34

−4.04 (1.96± 0.56)× 10−50

GW191113 071753 HLV MBTA 9.2 1.41 0.68 7.8+0.6
−1.1 −2.40+3.35

−2.14 0.15724± 0.00085

GW191126 115259 HL PyCBC-BBH 8.5 0.51 0.70 8.3+0.2
−0.5 −4.27+1.68

−0.76 (4.05± 0.12)× 10−3

GW191127 050227 HLV PyCBC-BBH 8.7 0.61 0.74 9.1+0.5
−0.6 −7.77+2.29

−2.23 (2.35± 0.54)× 10−5

GW191129 134029 HL GstLAL 13.3 < −5 > 0.99 13.2+0.2
−0.3 −26.58+1.60

−1.21 (1.90± 0.36)× 10−25

GW191204 110529 HL PyCBC-BBH 8.9 0.52 0.74 8.8+0.4
−0.6 −6.15+2.28

−1.62 (4.68± 0.36)× 10−4

GW191204 171526 HL PyCBC-broad 17.1 < −5 > 0.99 17.5+0.2
−0.2 −55.15+1.80

−1.40 (1.7± 1.4)× 10−52

GW191215 223052 HLV GstLAL 10.9 < −5 > 0.99 11.2+0.3
−0.4 −16.38+2.00

−1.59 (9.5± 2.7)× 10−15

GW191216 213338 HV GstLAL 18.6 < −5 > 0.99 18.6+0.2
−0.2 −63.74+1.81

−1.47 (8.1± 2.3)× 10−62

GW191219 163120 HLV PyCBC-broad 8.9 0.60 0.82 9.1+0.5
−0.8 −7.61+3.00

−2.07 (2.29± 0.33)× 10−3

GW191222 033537 HL GstLAL 12 < −5 > 0.99 12.5+0.2
−0.3 −23.29+1.53

−1.12 (2.2± 2.0)× 10−21

GW191230 180458 HLV PyCBC-BBH 9.9 -0.38 0.96 10.5+0.2
−0.4 −13.48+1.74

−1.09 (3.6± 3.5)× 10−10

GW200112 155838 LV GstLAL 17.6 < −5 > 0.99 19.8+0.1
−0.2 −74.28+1.79

−1.17 (1.82± 0.79)× 10−72

GW200115 042309 HLV GstLAL 11.5 < −5 > 0.99 11.3+0.3
−0.5 −16.69+2.43

−1.51 (8.1± 5.1)× 10−14

GW200128 022011 HL PyCBC-BBH 9.9 -2.37 > 0.99 10.7+0.3
−0.4 −14.16+1.66

−1.38 (4.92± 0.78)× 10−13

GW200129 065458 HLV GstLAL 26.5 < −5 > 0.99 26.8+0.2
−0.2 −144.95+2.39

−2.21 (5.94± 0.96)× 10−143

GW200202 154313 HLV GstLAL 11.3 < −5 > 0.99 10.9+0.2
−0.4 −14.63+1.76

−1.05 (3.9± 2.2)× 10−11

GW200208 130117 HLV PyCBC-BBH 10.8 -3.51 > 0.99 10.9+0.2
−0.4 −15.04+1.96

−1.13 (3.4± 2.0)× 10−11

GW200208 222617 HLV PyCBC-BBH 7.9 0.68 0.70 7.4+1.1
−2.0 −1.41+5.28

−3.95 0.31395± 0.00090

GW200209 085452 HLV MBTA 9.7 1.08 0.97 9.6+0.3
−0.5 −9.67+1.99

−1.38 (2.3± 1.9)× 10−6

GW200210 092254 HLV PyCBC-BBH 8.9 0.89 0.54 8.4+0.5
−0.7 −4.66+2.50

−1.84 (1.169± 0.025)× 10−2

GW200216 220804 HLV GstLAL 9.4 -0.45 0.77 8.2+0.3
−0.5 −4.24+1.72

−1.05 (2.948± 0.095)× 10−3

GW200219 094415 HLV GstLAL 10.7 -3.00 > 0.99 10.7+0.3
−0.4 −14.45+1.98

−1.33 (1.4± 1.2)× 10−11

GW200220 061928 HLV PyCBC-BBH 7.5 0.83 0.62 7.3+0.4
−0.7 −1.66+1.94

−1.13 0.13003± 0.00070

GW200220 124850 HL MBTA 8.2 -2.74 0.83 8.5+0.3
−0.5 −5.30+1.74

−1.02 (5.41± 0.47)× 10−4

GW200224 222234 HLV MBTA 19.0 < −5 > 0.99 20.0+0.2
−0.2 −75.77+1.84

−1.41 (7.9± 4.3)× 10−74

GW200225 060421 HL PyCBC-broad 12.3 < −5 > 0.99 12.5+0.3
−0.4 −23.14+1.88

−1.57 (1.44± 0.35)× 10−21

GW200302 015811 HV GstLAL 10.6 -0.96 0.91 10.8+0.3
−0.4 −14.76+1.94

−1.64 (3.11± 0.76)× 10−13

GW200306 093714 HL MBTA 8.5 2.61 0.81 7.8+0.3
−0.6 −2.46+1.95

−1.19 (4.933± 0.047)× 10−2

GW200308 173609 HLV PyCBC-BBH 8.0 0.38 0.86 3.8+3.1
−2.5 6.55+1.91

−6.17 0.96500± 0.00045

GW200308 173609 ∗ - - - - - 7.09+0.47
−0.50 −0.90+3.34

−3.31 0.4366± 0.0040

GW200311 115853 HLV GstLAL 17.7 < −5 > 0.99 17.9+0.1
−0.2 −58.41+1.69

−1.12 (6.7± 1.8)× 10−57

GW200316 215756 HLV GstLAL 10.1 < −5 > 0.99 10.3+0.4
−0.7 −12.24+2.82

−1.81 (2.5± 2.0)× 10−8

GW200322 091133 HLV MBTA 9.0 2.65 0.62 2.5+3.4
−1.7 8.00+0.75

−5.35 0.99327± 0.00021

GW200322 091133 ∗ - - - - - 5.3+1.4
−0.9 9.15+4.14

−7.37 0.96870± 0.00096

TABLE I. In this table we report every candidate GW signal included in the O3b Catalog, as well as the detectors observing
at the merger time of the events, the search pipeline in which it had the highest pastro together with the Search estimated
SNR, the Search FAR and the pastro as calculated by that same pipeline. We also include the SNR as obtained by the LVK
parameter estimation analysis, our Gaussian FAR and Gaussian FAP of the event assuming an observing time of 1yr. While
the errors on the PE SNR and the Gaussian FAR represent the 90% credible intervals, for the Gaussian FAP they represent
the uncertainty on the Monte Carlo integral used to compute it, given by Eq. (55). The events that have an asterisk and are
in italic, correspond to the ones in which we have performed the ad hoc cut in the Likelihood.
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mating the rate of false alarms induced by this Gaussian
noise. Our main result is given in Eq. (33), which gives
the rate at which the matched filter SNR of a specific
template with the Gaussian noise of one (or multiple)
GW detectors goes over a threshold ρ. The prefactor C
multiplying the FAR depends on the specific template
used for matched filtering. For CBC templates the most
important parameter controlling the value of C is the to-
tal mass of the event, with C being significantly smaller
for larger masses.

We have then studied how the Gaussian FAR of CBC
templates behaves as a function of the threshold SNR,
and gave an analytical expression for the minimum SNR
needed for a given FAR threshold. We have also proposed
a method to estimate the probability of Gaussian noise
with the local PSD mimicking a given GW candidate in
terms of a false alarm probability (53), using the samples
from the Parameter Estimation analysis of such an event.

Finally, we have applied this formalism to the GW
candidates that were added in the GWTC-3 catalog, ob-
taining a Gaussian FAR for each template in their PE
posterior and a FAP for the events.

Summarizing these results, most of the samples of the
events are clearly above the 1 yr−1 FAR threshold with
event FAPs ranging from ∼ 10−143 to a more modest ∼
10−1, assuming a reference observation time of one year.
However, we find two clear outliers, GW200308 173609
and GW200322 091133, with event FAPs very close to
one, signaling very high odds of Gaussian noise fluctua-
tions mimicking them. We also explore the samples in
their posterior that have single template FAR< 1 yr−1.
These samples have very extreme parameter values with
respect to the observed BBH population, and in the case
of GW200322 091133 differ from those identified by the
search.

We believe that the methods developed here may be
useful in the future to further investigate GW triggers
that are found in future LVK runs.
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Appendix A: Study of the FAP for the bivariate complex Gaussian

In this section we will study the FAP for the bivariate complex Gaussian (FAP2) whose probability density function
is given in Eq. (12). We will obtain Eq. (A19) to numerically compute FAP2 in an efficient and well behaved manner.
We also obtain a prescription to analytically approximate the FAP2 to arbitrary order in 1−|α| using Eq. (A23). With
this expansion we obtain the leading order and second order approximations of Eq. (A20) and Eq. (A25) respectively
and shown in Fig. 11. As seen in Eq. (13), FAP2 is given by the following expression:
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FAP2 = P (ρ1 > ρ ∪ ρ2 > ρ) = 1− P (ρ1 < ρ ∩ ρ2 < ρ)

= 1− 1

(2π)2(1− |α|2)

∫ 2π

0

dθ1

∫ 2π

0

dθ2

∫ ρ

0

ρ1dρ1

∫ ρ

0

ρ2dρ2 exp

{
−ρ

2
1 + ρ2

2 − 2|α|ρ1ρ2 cos(θα − θ1 + θ2)

2(1− |α|2)

}
= 1− 1

2π(1− |α|2)

∫ ρ

0

dρ1

∫ ρ

0

dρ2ρ1ρ2 exp

{
− ρ2

1 + ρ2
2

2(1− |α|2)

}∫ 2π

0

dθ exp

{
|α|ρ1ρ2

1− |α|2
cos θ

}
= 1− 1

1− |α|2

∫ ρ

0

dρ1

∫ ρ

0

dρ2ρ1ρ2 exp

{
− ρ2

1 + ρ2
2

2(1− |α|2)

}
I0

{
|α|

1− |α|2
ρ1ρ2

}
, (A1)

where for notation simplicity we define α = Γ(∆t) and In(z) is the modified Bessel function of the first kind [42]:

In(z) ≡ i−nJn(ix) =
1

π

∫ π

0

dθ ez cos θ cos(n θ) =

∞∑
k=0

(
1
2z
)2k+n

k!(k + n)!
(n ∈ Z). (A2)

The integral of Eq. (A1) can be further simplified by making the change of variables:

ρi =
√

2(1− |α|2)ui −→ dρi =

√
1− |α|2

2ui
, (A3)

which yields:

FAP2 = 1− (1− |α|2)

∫ x

0

du1

∫ x

0

du2I0(2|α|
√
u1u2)e−(u1+u2) . (A4)

where for notation simplicity we have defined:

x ≡ ρ2

2(1− |α|2)
. (A5)

From Eq. (A2) we have that the Taylor series of I0(z) around z = 0 is given by:

I0(z) =

∞∑
k=0

z2k

22k(k!)2
→ I0(2|α|

√
u1u2) =

∞∑
k=0

|α|2kuk1uk2
(k!)2

. (A6)

And substituting this expansion into Eq. (A4) we obtain:

FAP2 = 1− (1− |α|2)

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k
[

1

k!

∫ x

0

uke−udu

]2

. (A7)

Since k is a natural number, the integral appearing in Eq. (A7) is given by:

1

k!

∫ x

0

uke−udu = 1− e−x
k∑

n=0

xn

n!
, (A8)

Using this in Eq. (A7), the FAP2 will be given by:

FAP2 = 1− (1− |α|2)

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k
[

1− e−x
k∑

n=0

xn

n!

]2

= 1− (1− |α|2)

[ ∞∑
k=0

|α|2k − 2e−x
∞∑
k=0

k∑
n=0

|α|2k x
n

n!
+ e−2x

∞∑
k=0

k∑
n=0

k∑
m=0

|α|2k x
n+m

n!m!

]
. (A9)
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In the first sum of Eq. (A9) we recognize a simple geometric series. Taking into account that |α|2 < 1, it will
converge to the following expression:

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k =
1

1− |α|2
. (A10)

The second sum of Eq. (A9) can also be summed exactly by making some index manipulation:

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k
k∑

n=0

xn

n!
=

∞∑
n=0

xn

n!

∞∑
k=n

|α|2k =

∞∑
n=0

(|α|2x)n

n!

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k = e|α|
2x 1

1− |α|2
. (A11)

Finally, the third sum of Eq. (A9) can not be summed exactly, but it can be significantly simplified by making
similar index manipulations:

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k
k∑

n=0

k∑
m=0

xn+m

n!m!
=

∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=0

xn+m

n!m!

∞∑
k=max(n,m)

|α|2k =

∞∑
k=0

|α|2k
∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=0

|α|2max(n,m)x
n+m

n!m!

=
1

1− |α|2
∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=0

|α|2max(n,m)x
n+m

n!m!
. (A12)

Substituting the results of the sums of Eqs. (A10), (A11), (A12) into Eq. (A9), we obtain the following result:

FAP2 = 2e−(1−|α|2)x − e−2x
∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=0

|α|2max(n,m)x
n+m

n!m!
. (A13)

To further simplify this expression we can change indices in the sum of Eq. (A13), using l = n−m and k = 1
2 (n+m):

∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=0

|α|2max(n,m)x
n+m

n!m!
=

∞∑
l=−∞

∞∑
k=|l|/2

|α|2k+|l| x2k(
k + l

2

)
!
(
k − l

2

)
!

= S0 + 2

∞∑
l=1

Sl , (A14)

where we have used that 2 max(n,m) = n+m+ |n−m| = 2k + |l| and we have defined:

Sl =

∞∑
k=l/2

|α|2k+l x2k(
k + l

2

)
!
(
k − l

2

)
!

= |α|l
∞∑
k=0

(|α|x)2k+l

(k + l)!k!︸ ︷︷ ︸
Il(2|α|x)

= |α|lIl(2|α|x) , (A15)

where we have identified the Taylor series of the modified Bessel function of the first kind of order l shown in Eq. (A2).
Using Eq. (A15) and Eq. (A14) we have that the FAP2 of Eq. (A13) will be given by:

FAP2 = 2e−(1−|α|2)x − e−2x

(
I0(2|α|x) + 2

∞∑
n=1

|α|nIn(2|α|x)

)
. (A16)

To compute the sum of modified bessel functions of the first kind, we can use their integral representation, shown
in Eq. (A2):

I0(z) + 2

∞∑
n=1

|α|nIn(z) =
1

π

∫ π

0

dθ ez cos θ

[
1 + 2

∞∑
n=1

|α|n cos(n θ)

]
=

1

π

∫ π

0

dθ ez cos θ

[
1 +

∞∑
n=1

(
|α|eiθ

)n
+
(
|α|e−iθ

)n]

=
1

π

∫ π

0

dθ ez cos θ

[
1 +

|α|eiθ

1− |α|eiθ
+
|α|e−iθ

1− |α|e−iθ

]
=

1

π

∫ π

0

dθ ez cos θ 1− |α|2

1− 2|α| cos θ + |α|2
.

(A17)
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And we have transformed the infinite sum in a definite integral of a relatively simple function. The integral can be

expressed in a more simple and convenient way if we do the variable change θ = 2 arctan
(

1−|α|
1+|α|u

)
:

I0(z) + 2

∞∑
n=1

|α|nIn(z) =
2

π
ez
∫ ∞

0

du
1

1 + u2
exp

{
−2z

(1− |α|)2u2

(1 + |α|)2 + (1− |α|)2u2

}
. (A18)

Substituting this expression for the sum into Eq. (A16) for the FAP2 and using the fact that z = 2|α|x, where x is
defined in Eq. (A5), we obtain:

FAP2 = 2e−ρ
2/2 − 2

π
e−ρ

2/(1+|α|)
∫ ∞

0

du
1

1 + u2
exp

−2|α|(1− |α|)ρ2

(1 + |α|)3

u2

1 + ( 1−|α|
1+|α| )

2u2

 . (A19)

The integral in this expression can not be analytically computed, but it can be numerically integrated as it is a
well behaved one variable definite integral that does not suffer from divergences or accuracy problems due to large
cancellations, as the previous integrals did. We can check that this formula has the correct limiting behavior if we
realize that both when |α| = 0 and when |α| = 1, the argument of the exponential inside the integral of Eq. (A19)
vanishes and the value of the integral is π/2. Therefore in the case in which |α| = 0, when there is no correlation,

FAP2(|α| = 0) = 2e−ρ
2/2 − e−ρ2 = 1− (1− e−ρ2/2)2 as is expected from two uncorrelated variables. In the opposite

limit, when the correlation is maximal and |α| = 1, FAP2 coincides with the expected result in which the two variables

behave as a single one, that is, FAP2(|α| = 1) = e−ρ
2/2 = 1− (1− e−ρ2/2)1.

As seen in Sec. II of the main text, we are interested in obtaining an approximation in the limit in which the
correlation is large and thus |α| → 1. However, we will take into account that the SNR threshold ρ can be large in
such a way that (1−|α)ρ2 can be of order O(1). In this case, an upper bound approximation for the FAP2 is obtained
in the following way:

FAP2 ≈ 2e−ρ
2/2 − 2

π
e−ρ

2/(1+|α|)
∫ ∞

0

du
1

1 + u2
exp

{
−2|α|(1− |α|)ρ2

(1 + |α|)3
u2

}
= e−ρ

2/2

[
2− exp

{
−1

2

(
1− |α|
1 + |α|

)3

ρ2

}
Erfc

{
ρ

√
2|α|(1− |α|)

(1 + |α|)3

}]

≈ e−ρ
2/2

[
1 + Erf

{
1

2
ρ
√

1− |α|
}]

, (A20)

where we have used that [42]:

2

π

∫ ∞
0

du

1 + u2
e−η

2u2

= eη
2

Erfc(η) , (A21)

and where Erf(z) and Erfc(z) are the error function and the complementary error function respectively. Eq. (A20)
can be taken to be as the leading order term in an expansion in 1− |α| of the FAP2. To analyze higher order terms
it will be convenient to introduce two new variables:

η = ρ

√
2|α|(1− |α|)

(1 + |α|)3
, (A22a)

ε =
1− |α|
1 + |α|

. (A22b)

In the regime we are interested, η is of order O(1), while ε� 1. Using these variables we have:
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FAP2 = e−ρ
2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2 2

π

∫ ∞
0

du

1 + u2
exp

{
− η2u2

1 + ε2u2

}]
= e−ρ

2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2 2

π

∫ ∞
0

du

1 + u2
e−η

2u2

exp

{
ε2η2u4

1 + ε2u2

}]
= e−ρ

2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2 2

π

∫ ∞
0

du

1 + u2
e−η

2u2
∞∑
n=0

1

n!

(
ε2η2u4

1 + ε2u2

)n]
. (A23)

If we truncate the sum at n-th order, we obtain an upper bound approximation that is accurate to order (ηε)2n

and that has correct limiting behavior when ε → 0, when ε = 1, when η = 0 and when η → ∞. Since we want only
the first order correction, we can keep terms up to n = 1 and integrate, obtaining:

FAP2 ≈ e−ρ
2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2 2

π

∫ ∞
0

du

1 + u2
e−η

2u2

(
1 +

ε2η2u4

1 + ε2u2

)]
= e−ρ

2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2
((

1 +
ε2η2

1− ε2

)
eη

2

Erfc(η) +
η√
π
− η2

ε(1− ε2)
eη

2/ε2Erfc
(η
ε

))]
≈ e−ρ

2/2

[
2− e−

1−|α|
2(1+|α|)ρ

2
((

1 + ε2η2
)
eη

2

Erfc(η)− ε2 η√
π

(
1− 1

2η2

))]
. (A24)

We can express this result in terms of the correlation |α| and the SNR threshold ρ substituting the expressions for
η and ε of Eq. (A22). To be consistent in the approximation, we keep the two first orders in 1 − |α|, assuming that
(1− |α)ρ2 is of order O(1). Doing this we obtain:

FAP2 ≈ e−ρ
2/2

[
1 + Erf

{
1

2
ρ
√

1− |α|
(

1 +
1− |α|

4
− (1− |α|)2

32

)}
− (1− |α|)3/2

4
√
πρ

e−
1
4 (1−|α|)ρ2

(
1− (1− |α|)ρ2

2

)]
≈ e−ρ

2/2

[
1 + Erf

{
1

2
ρ
√

1− |α|
(

1 +
1− |α|

4

(
1− 1

ρ2

)
+

3(1− |α|)2

32

)}]
. (A25)

where for simplicity of the final result, in the last step we have introduced all the corrections inside the argument of
the error function in a way that is consistent with the order of the approximation. We check that ignoring the higher
order corrections in 1− |α|, we recover the leading order expression of (A20).

In Fig. 11 we show the relative error, between the exact FAP2 computed using Eq. (A19) and the approximations
of Eq. (A20) (left panel) and Eq. (A25) (right panel), as a function of the correlation |α| and the SNR threshold
ρ. We observe that the leading order approximation (left panel), already gives an accurate description of the FAP2,
having sub-percent accuracy for ρ & 5 and reproducing the exact result as |α| → 1. On the right hand panel we
can see the effect of introducing the higher order correction, we observe that the description is now much improved,
reaching an accuracy better than 1 part in 10000 for ρ & 4 and describing much better the limit |α| → 1. If we wanted
to approximate the FAP2 to higher precision, we could take into account more terms in the sum of Eq. (A23) and
analytically integrate them using Eq. (A21).
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FIG. 11. Base 10 logarithm of the relative error between the exact value of FAP2, computed using Eq. (A19) and the
approximations proposed in Eq. (A20) (left panel) and Eq. (A25) (right panel), as a function of the correlation |α| and the
SNR threshold ρ. We also show the with a red line the value of |α| at the decoupling time, to get an idea of the region where
we are interested in having a good approximation as a function of ρ.
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