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ABSTRACT

Context. The study of active galactic nuclei (AGNs) is fundamental to discern the formation and growth of supermassive black holes
(SMBHs) and their connection with star formation and galaxy evolution. Due to the significant kinetic and radiative energy emitted
by powerful AGNs, they are prime candidates to observe the interplay between SMBH and stellar growth in galaxies.
Aims. We aim to develop a method to predict the AGN nature of a source, its radio detectability, and redshift purely based on
photometry. The use of such a method will increase the number of radio AGNs, allowing us to improve our knowledge of accretion
power into an SMBH, the origin and triggers of radio emission, and its impact on galaxy evolution.
Methods. We developed and trained a pipeline of three machine learning (ML) models than can predict which sources are more likely
to be an AGN and to be detected in specific radio surveys. Also, it can estimate redshift values for predicted radio-detectable AGNs.
These models, which combine predictions from tree-based and gradient-boosting algorithms, have been trained with multi-wavelength
data from near-infrared-selected sources in the Hobby-Eberly Telescope Dark Energy Experiment (HETDEX) Spring field. Training,
testing, calibration, and validation were carried out in the HETDEX field. Further validation was performed on near-infrared-selected
sources in the Stripe 82 field.
Results. In the HETDEX validation subset, our pipeline recovers 96% of the initially labelled AGNs and, from AGNs candidates, we
recover 50% of previously detected radio sources. For Stripe 82, these numbers are 94% and 55%. Compared to random selection,
these rates are two and four times better for HETDEX, and 1.2 and 12 times better for Stripe 82. The pipeline can also recover the
redshift distribution of these sources with σNMAD=0.07 for HETDEX (σNMAD=0.09 for Stripe 82) and an outlier fraction of 19% (25%
for Stripe 82), compatible with previous results based on broad-band photometry. Feature importance analysis stresses the relevance
of near- and mid-infrared colours to select AGNs and identify their radio and redshift nature.
Conclusions. Combining different algorithms in ML models shows an improvement in the prediction power of our pipeline over a
random selection of sources. Tree-based ML models (in contrast to deep learning techniques) facilitate the analysis of the impact that
features have on the predictions. This prediction can give insight into the potential physical interplay between the properties of radio
AGNs (e.g. mass of black hole and accretion rate).

Key words. Galaxies: active – Radio continuum: galaxies – Galaxies: high-redshift – Catalogs – Methods: statistical.

1. Introduction

Active galactic nuclei (AGNs) are instrumental in determining
the nature, growth, and evolution of supermassive black holes
(SMBHs). Their strong emission allows us to study the close en-
vironment within the hosting galaxies and, at a larger scale, the
intergalactic medium (e.g. Padovani et al. 2017; Bianchi et al.
2022). Feedback due to AGN energetics, which most promi-
nently manifest in the form of jetted radio emission, might play
a fundamental role in regulating stellar growth and the overall

evolution of hosts and their environments (Alatalo et al. 2015;
Villar-Martín et al. 2017; Hardcastle & Croston 2020).

Although radio emission can trace high star forma-
tion (SF) in galaxies, above certain luminosities (e.g.
logL1.4GHz>25 W Hz−1, Jarvis et al. 2021), it is a prime tracer of
the powerful jet emission triggered by the SMBH in AGNs (ra-
dio galaxies, Heckman & Best 2014). Traditionally, these pow-
erful radio galaxies (RGs) were used to pinpoint AGN activity,
but they have been superseded in the last decades by optical,
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near-infrared (NIR), and X-ray surveys. In fact, RGs in the high
redshift Universe (z > 2) have been identified and studied mostly
through the follow-up of AGNs selected at shorter wavelengths
(optical, NIR, millimetre, and X-rays, e.g. McGreer et al. 2006;
Pensabene et al. 2020; Delhaize et al. 2021). The landscape is
quickly changing and the advent of new radio instruments and
surveys has allowed the detection of larger numbers of RGs (e.g.
Williams et al. 2018; Capetti et al. 2020). Some of these sur-
veys are: the National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO)
Very Large Array (VLA) Sky Survey (NVSS; Condon et al.
1998), the Faint Images of the Radio Sky at Twenty-Centimetres
(FIRST; Helfand et al. 2015), the Evolutionary Map of the Uni-
verse (EMU; Norris et al. 2011), the Very Large Array Sky Sur-
vey (VLASS; Gordon et al. 2020), and the Low Frequency Ar-
ray (LOFAR) Two-metre Sky Survey (LoTSS; Shimwell et al.
2019).

One of the ultimate goals is to detect powerful RGs in the
Epoch of Reionisation (EoR), which could be used to trace the
neutral gas distribution during this critical phase of the Universe
(e.g. Carilli et al. 2004; Jensen et al. 2013). Simulations have
shown that as much as a few hundreds of RGs per deg2 could be
present in the EoR (Amarantidis et al. 2019; Bonaldi et al. 2019;
Thomas et al. 2021) and detectable with present and future deep
observations, for example the Square Kilometre Array (SKA),
which is projected to have µJy point-source sensitivity levels
(SKA1-Mid is expected to reach close to 2 µJy in 1-hour con-
tinuum observations at ν≳1 GHz; Prandoni & Seymour 2015;
Braun et al. 2019). Most recent observational compilations (e.g.
Inayoshi et al. 2020; Ross & Cross 2020; Bosman 2022; Fan
et al. 2023) show that around 300 AGNs have been confirmed
to exist at redshifts higher than z∼6 over thousands of square
degrees. This disagreement highlights the uncertainties present
in simulations, mainly due to our lack of knowledge of the trig-
gering mechanisms and duty cycle for jetted emission in AGNs
(Afonso et al. 2015; Pierce et al. 2022).

The selection of AGN candidates has had success in the X-
rays and radio wavebands as they dominate the emission above
certain luminosities. Unfortunately, deep X-ray surveys are lim-
ited in area and only of the order of 10% of AGNs have strong ra-
dio emissions linked to jets (i.e. radio-loud sources) at any given
time with variations, going from ∼ 6% up to ∼ 30%, correlated
to optical and X-ray luminosities, as well as with redshift (e.g.
Padovani 1993; della Ceca et al. 1994; Jiang et al. 2007; Storchi-
Bergmann & Schnorr-Müller 2019; Gürkan et al. 2019; Mac-
farlane et al. 2021; Gloudemans et al. 2021, 2022; Best et al.
2023).1

The largest number of AGN candidates has been selected
through the compilation of multi-wavelength spectral energy dis-
tributions (SED) for millions of sources (Hickox & Alexander
2018; Pouliasis 2020). Of particular relevance for AGNs are the
mid-infrared (mid-IR) colours where Spitzer (Werner et al. 2004)
and especially the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE;
Wright et al. 2010) have opened a window for the detection of
AGNs over the whole sky, including the elusive fraction of heav-
ily obscured ones (e.g. Stern et al. 2012; Mateos et al. 2012; Jar-
rett et al. 2017; Assef et al. 2018; Barrows et al. 2021).

Currently, extensive spectroscopic follow-up measurements
have allowed the confirmation of the estimated redshifts for more
than 800 000 AGNs over large areas of the sky (Flesch 2021).
Spectroscopic surveys have also contributed to the detection of

1 Depending on the dataset, a random selection of AGNs would lead
to a rate of radio-detectable AGNs in the range 6 − 30%. We call this
random choice a ‘no-skill’ selection.

AGN activity through the analysis of the line ratio as is the
case of the Baldwin-Phillips-Terlevich (BPT) diagram (Bald-
win, Phillips, & Terlevich 1981). However, their determination
can take long integration times and require high-quality obser-
vations, rendering them ill-suited for most sources in large-sky
catalogues. Photometric classification and redshifts (photo-z) are
a viable option to understand the source nature and distribution
across cosmic time (Baum 1957; Salvato et al. 2019). Photo-
metric redshift estimations have been obtained for galaxies (e.g.
Hernán-Caballero et al. 2021) and AGNs (e.g. Ananna et al.
2017). Template-fitting photo-z estimations are computationally
expensive and require high-performance computing facilities for
large catalogues (≳107 elements, Gilda et al. 2021). At the ex-
pense of redshift precision, the use of drop-out techniques offer
a more computationally efficient solution to generate and study
high-redshift sources or candidates that, otherwise, would not
have enough information to produce a precise redshift value (e.g.
Bouwens et al. 2020; Carvajal et al. 2020; Shobhana et al. 2023).

Alternative statistical and computational methods can anal-
yse a large number of elements and find relevant trends among
their properties. One branch of these techniques is machine
learning (ML; Samuel 1959), which can, using previously mod-
elled data, predict the behaviour that new data will have, that
is, the values of their properties. In astronomy, ML has been
used with much success in a wide range of subjects, such as
redshift determination, morphological classification, emission
prediction, anomaly detection, observations planning, and more
(e.g. Ball & Brunner 2010; Baron 2019). Traditional ML mod-
els are, in general, only fed with measurements and not with
physical assumptions (Desai & Strachan 2021), and they do not
need to check the consistency of the predictions or the results
they provide. As a consequence, prediction times of traditional
ML methods are typically less than those from physically based
methods.

Despite the large number of applications it might have, one
important criticism that ML has received is related to the lack of
interpretability –or ‘explainability’, as it is called in ML jargon–
of the derived models, trends, and correlations. Most ML mod-
els, after taking a series of measurements and properties as input,
deliver a prediction of a different property. But they cannot pro-
vide coefficients or an analytical expression that might allow one
to find an equation for future predictions (Goebel et al. 2018).
An important counterexample of this fact is the use of symbolic
regression (e.g. Cranmer et al. 2020; Villaescusa-Navarro et al.
2021; Cranmer 2023). This implies that, for most ML models, it
is not a simple task to understand which properties, and to what
extent they help predict and interpret another attribute. This fact
hinders our capability of understanding the results in physical
terms.

Recent work has been done to overcome the lack of explain-
ability in ML models. The most widely used assessment is done
with feature importance (Casalicchio et al. 2019; Roscher et al.
2020), both global and local (Saarela & Jauhiainen 2021). Game-
theory-based analyses, such as the Shapley analysis (Shapley
1953), have also been used to understand the importance of fea-
tures in astrophysics (e.g. Machado Poletti Valle et al. 2021; Car-
vajal et al. 2021; Dey et al. 2022; Anbajagane et al. 2022; Alegre
et al. 2022).

A further complication is that astronomical data can be very
heterogeneous. Surveys and instruments gather data from many
different areas in the sky with very different sensitivities and ob-
servational properties. This heterogeneity severely complicates
most astronomical analyses, but in particular ML methods, as
they are completely driven by data most of the time. This issue
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can be alleviated using observations in large, and homogeneous,
surveys. Currently, among others, VLA, LOFAR, and the Giant
Metrewave Radio Telescope (GMRT) allow such measurements
to be obtained. Next-generation observatories and surveys –such
as SKA and the Vera C. Rubin Observatory– will also help in this
regard, where observations will be carried out homogeneously
over very large areas.

From a pure ML-based standpoint, several techniques used
to lessen the effect of data heterogeneity have been developed
(i.e. data cleansing and homogenisation). Some of them include
discarding sources that add noise to the overall data distribu-
tion (Ilyas & Rekatsinas 2022). This can be extended to vetoing
sources from specific areas in the sky (due to, for example, bad
data reduction). Opposite to that, and when possible, previously
mentioned techniques can be combined by increasing the sur-
vey area as a way to reduce possible biases. After selecting the
data sample to be used for modelling, it is also possible to ho-
mogenise the measured ranges of observed properties. This pro-
cedure implies, for instance, that normalising or standardising
measured values can help ML models extract trends and connec-
tions among features more easily (Singh & Singh 2020).

Future observatories and surveys will deliver immense
datasets. One option to analyse such observations and confirm
their radio-AGN nature is through visual inspection (e.g. Ban-
field et al. 2015). The use of such a technique over large areas can
have a very high cost. An alternative is using already-available
multi-wavelength data and template-fitting tools to determine the
likelihood of an AGN of being detected in radio wavelengths
(see, for instance, Pacifici et al. 2023). With the use of existing
data, ML can help to speed this process up via the training of
models that can detect counterparts in large radio surveys (see,
for example, the efforts made to achieve this goal, Hopkins et al.
2015; Bonaldi et al. 2021).

Building upon the work presented by Carvajal et al. (2021),
we aim to identify candidates of high-redshift radio-detectable
AGNs that can be extracted from heterogeneous large-area sur-
veys. We developed a series of ML models to predict, separately,
the detection of AGNs, the detection of the radio signal from
AGNs, and the redshift values of radio-detectable AGNs using
non-radio photometric data. In this way, it might be possible to
avoid the direct analysis of large numbers of radio detections.
Furthermore, we tested the performance of these models with-
out applying a large number of previous cleaning steps, which
might reduce the size of the training sets considerably. The com-
piled catalogue of candidates can help to use data from future
large-sky surveys more efficiently, as observational and analyt-
ical efforts can be focussed on the areas in which AGNs have
been predicted to exist. We seek, therefore, to test the generali-
sation power of such models by applying them in a different area
from the training field with data that are not necessarily of the
same quality.

The structure of this article is as follows. In Sect. 2, we
present the data and its preparation for ML training. The selec-
tion of models and the metrics used to assess their results are
shown in Sect. 3. In Sect. 4, the results of model training and
validation are provided as well as the predictions using the ML
pipeline for radio AGN detections. We present the discussion of
our results in Sect. 5. Finally, in Sect. 6, we summarise our work.

2. Data

A large area with deep and homogeneous quality radio observa-
tions is needed to train and validate our models and predictions
for RGs with already existent observations. As training field we

selected the area of the Hobby-Eberly Telescope Dark Energy
Experiment Spring field (HETDEX; Hill et al. 2008) covered
by the first data release of the LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey
(LoTSS-DR1; Shimwell et al. 2019). The LoTSS-DR1 survey
covers 424 deg2 in the HETDEX Spring field (hereafter, HET-
DEX field) with LOFAR (van Haarlem et al. 2013) 150 MHz
observations that have a median sensitivity of 71 µJy/beam and
an angular resolution of 6′′. HETDEX provides as well multi-
wavelength homogeneous coverage as described below.

In order to test the performance of the models when ap-
plied to different areas of the sky, and with different coverages
from radio surveys, we selected the Sloan Digital Sky Survey
(SDSS, York et al. 2000) Stripe 82 field (S82, Annis et al. 2014;
Jiang et al. 2014). For S82, we collected data from the same
surveys as with the HETDEX (see the following section) field
but with one important caveat: no LoTSS-DR1 data is available
in the field and, thus, we gathered the radio information from
the VLA SDSS Stripe 82 Survey (VLAS82; Hodge et al. 2011).
VLAS82 covers an area of 92 deg2 with a median rms noise of
52 µJy/beam at 1.4 GHz with an angular resolution of 1′′.8. We
selected the S82 field (and, in particular, the area covered by
VLAS82) given that it presents deep radio observations but taken
with a different instrument than LOFAR. This difference allows
us to test the suitability of our models and procedures in condi-
tions that are different from the training circumstances.

2.1. Data collection

The base survey from which all the studied sources have been
drawn is the CatWISE2020 catalogue (CW; Marocco et al.
2021). It lists NIR-detected elements selected from WISE
(Wright et al. 2010) and the Near-Earth Object Wide-field
Infrared Survey Explorer Reactivation Mission (NEOWISE;
Mainzer et al. 2011, 2014) over the entire sky at 3.4 and 4.6
µm (W1 and W2 bands, respectively). This catalogue includes
sources detected at 5σ in either of the used bands (i.e. W1∼17.43
and W2∼16.47 magVega respectively). The HETDEX field con-
tains 15 136 878 sources listed in CW. Conversely, in the S82
field, there are 3 590 306 of them.

Multi-wavelength counterparts for CW sources were found
on other catalogues applying a 5′′search criteria. These cat-
alogues include the Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid
Response System (Pan-STARRS DR1; Chambers et al. 2016;
Flewelling et al. 2020, hereafter, PS1), the Two Micron All-
Sky Survey (2MASS All-Sky; Skrutskie et al. 2006; Cutri et al.
2003a,b, hereafter, 2M), and AllWISE (AW; Cutri et al. 2013)2.
The adopted search radius corresponds to the distance that has
been used by Wright et al. (2010) to match radio sources to Pan-
STARRS and WISE observations. Nevertheless, the source den-
sity of the radio (LOFAR and VLA) and 2MASS catalogues im-
ply a low statistical (< 1%) spurious counterpart association, this
is not the case for PS1, where the source density is higher. For
this reason, and to maintain a statistically low spurious associa-
tion between CW and PS1, we limited our search radius to 1′′.1.
This distance corresponds to the smallest point-spread function
(PSF) size of the bands included in PS1 (Chambers et al. 2016).

For the purposes of this work, observations in LoTSS and
VLAS82 are only used to determine whether a source is radio
detected, or not. In particular, no check has been performed on
whether a selected source is extended or not in any of the radio
surveys. A single Boolean feature is created from the radio mea-

2 For the purposes of the analyses, and except when clearly stated oth-
erwise, photometric measurements are converted to AB magnitudes.
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Table 1. Bands available for model training in our dataset

Survey Band (column name)a

Pan-STARRS (PS1) g (gmag), r (rmag), i (imag),
z (zmag), y (ymag)

2MASS (2M) J (Jmag), H (Hmag), Ks (Kmag)
CatWISE2020 (CW) W1 (W1mproPM), W2 (W2mproPM)

AllWISE (AW) W3 (W3mag), W4 (W4mag)

Notes. (a) In parentheses are shown the names of the columns or features
in our dataset that represent each band.

surements (see Sect. 2.2) and no further analyses were performed
regarding the detection levels that might be found.

Additionally, we discarded the measurement errors of all
bands. Traditionally, ML algorithms cannot incorporate uncer-
tainties in a straightforward way and, thus, we opted to avoid
attempting to use them for training. One significant counterex-
ample corresponds to Gaussian processes (GPs; Rasmussen &
Williams 2006), where measurement uncertainties are needed
by the algorithm to generate predictions. Additionally, the astro-
nomical community has attempted to modify existing techniques
to include uncertainties in their ML studies. Some examples in-
clude the works by Ball et al. (2008); Reis et al. (2019); Shy
et al. (2022). Furthermore, Euclid Collaboration et al. (2023b)
have shown that, in specific cases, the inclusion of measurement
errors does not add new information to the training of the mod-
els and can be even detrimental to the prediction metrics. The
degradation of the model by including uncertainties can likely be
related to the fact that, by virtue of the large number of sources
included in the training stages, the uncertainties are already en-
coded in the dataset in the form of scatter.

Following the same argument of measurement errors, upper
limit values have been removed and a missing value is assumed
instead. In general, ML methods (and their underlying statistical
methods) cannot work with catalogues that have empty entries
(Allison 2001). For that reason, we used single imputation (a
review on the use of this method, which is part of data cleans-
ing, in astronomy can be seen in Chattopadhyay 2017) to re-
place these missing values, and those fainter than 5−σ limits,
with meaningful quantities that represent the lack of a measure-
ment. We opted for the inclusion of the same 5−σ limiting mag-
nitudes as the value to impute with. This method of imputation
with some variations, has been successfully applied and tested,
recently, by Arsioli & Dedin (2020); Carvajal et al. (2021); Cur-
ran (2022), and Curran et al. (2022). In particular, Curran (2022)
tested several data imputation methods. Among those which re-
placed all missing values in a wavelength band with a single,
constant value, using the 5−σ limiting magnitudes showed the
best performance.

In this way, observations from 12 non-radio bands were gath-
ered (as listed in Table 1). The magnitude density distribution for
the sample from the HETDEX and S82 fields, without any im-
putation, is shown in Fig. 1. After imputation, the distribution
of magnitudes changes, as shown in Fig. 2. Each panel of the
figure shows the number of sources which have a measurement
above its 5−σ limit in such band. Additionally, a representation
of the observational 5−σ limits of the bands and surveys used
in this work is presented in Fig. 3. It is worth noting the depth
difference between VLAS82 and LoTSS-DR1 is ∼1.5 mag for a
typical synchrotron emitting source (Fν ∝ να with α= − 0.8),
allowing the latter survey to reach fainter sources.

AGN labels and redshift information were obtained by cross-
matching (with a 1′′.1 search radius) the catalogue with the Mil-
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Fig. 1. Histograms of base collected, non-imputed, non-radio bands for
HETDEX (clean, background histograms) and S82 (empty, brown his-
tograms). Each panel shows the distribution of measured magnitudes of
detected sources divided by the total area of the field. Dashed, verti-
cal lines represent the 5−σ magnitude limit for each band. The number
in the upper right corner of each panel shows the number of measured
magnitudes included in their corresponding histogram.

lion Quasar Catalog3 (MQC, v7.4d; Flesch 2021), which lists in-
formation from more than 1 500 000 objects that have been clas-
sified as optical quasi-stellar objects (QSOs), AGNs, or Blazars.
Sources listed in the MQC may have additional counterpart in-
formation, including radio or X-ray associations. For the pur-
poses of this work, only sources with secure spectroscopic red-
shifts were used. The matching yielded 50 538 spectroscopically
confirmed AGNs in HETDEX and 17 743 confirmed AGNs in
S82.

Similarly, the sources in our parent catalogue were cross-
matched with the Sloan Digital Sky Survey Data Release 16
(SDSS-DR16; Ahumada et al. 2020). This cross-match was done
solely to determine which sources have been spectroscopically
classified as galaxies (spClass == GALAXY). For most of these
galaxies, SDSS-DR16 lists a spectroscopic redshift value, which
will be used in some stages of this work. In the HETDEX
field, SDSS-DR16 provides 68 196 spectroscopically confirmed
galaxies. In the S82 field, SDSS-DR16 identifies 4 085 galax-
ies spectroscopically. Given that MQC has access to more AGN
detection methods than SDSS, when sources were identified as
both galaxies (in SDSS-DR16) and AGNs (in the MQC), a final
label of AGN was given. A description of the number of ele-
ments in each field and the multi-wavelength counterparts found
for them is presented in Table 2. From Table 2, it is possible to
see that the numbers and ratios of AGNs and galaxies in both
fields are dissimilar. S82 has been subject to a larger number of
observations, which have allowed the detection of a larger frac-
tion of AGNs than in the HETDEX field (see, for instance, Lyke
et al. 2020), which does not have such number of dedicated stud-
ies.

Attending to the intrinsic differences between ML algo-
rithms, not all of them have the same performance when being

3 http://quasars.org/milliquas.htm
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Fig. 3. Flux and magnitude depths (5−σ) from the surveys and bands
used in this work. Limiting magnitudes and fluxes were obtained from
the description of the surveys, as referenced in Sect. 2.1. In purple, rest-
frame SED from Mrk231 (z = 0.0422, Brown et al. 2019) is displayed
as an example AGN. Redshifted (from z=0.001 to z=7) versions of this
SED are shown in dashed grey lines.

Table 2. Composition of initial catalogue and number of cross matches
with additional surveys and catalogues.

HETDEX S82
Survey

CatWISE2020 15 136 878 3 590 306
AllWISE 5 955 123 1 424 576

Pan-STARRS 4 837 580 1 346 915
2MASS 566 273 214 445
LoTSS 187 573 . . .

VLAS82 . . . 8 747
MQC (AGNs) 50 538 17 743

SDSS (galaxies) 68 196 4 085

trained with features spanning a wide range of values (i.e. several
orders of magnitude). For this reason, it is customary to re-scale
the available values to either be contained within the range [0, 1]
or to have similar distributions. We applied a version of the lat-
ter transformation to our features (not the targets) as to have a
mean value of µ = 0 and a standard deviation of σ = 1 for each

feature. Additionally, these new values were power-transformed
to resemble a Gaussian distribution. This transformation helps
the models avoid using the distribution of values as additional
information for the training. For this work, a Yeo-Johnson trans-
formation (Yeo & Johnson 2000) was applied.

2.2. Feature pool

The initial pool of features that have been selected or engineered
to use in our analysis is briefly described here. A full list of the
features created for this work and their representation in the code
and in some of the figures is presented in Table A.1.

Most of the features used in this work come from photome-
try, both measured and imputed, in the form of AB magnitudes
for a total of 12 bands. Also, all available colours from measured
and imputed magnitudes were considered. In total, there are 66
colours, resulting from all available combinations of two magni-
tudes between the 12 selected bands. These colours are labelled
in the form X_Y where X and Y are the respective magnitudes.

Additionally, the number of non-radio bands in which a
source has valid measurements (band_num) has been used. This
feature could be, very loosely, attributed to the total flux a source
can display. A higher band_num will imply that such source can
be detected in more bands, hinting a higher flux (regardless of
redshift). The use of features with counting or aggregation of
elements in the studied dataset is well established in ML (see,
for example, Zheng & Casari 2018; Duboue 2020; Sánchez-Sáez
et al. 2021; Euclid Collaboration et al. 2023b).

Finally, as categorical features, we included an AGN-galaxy
classification Boolean flag named class and a radio Boolean
flag LOFAR_detect. This feature flags whether sources have
counterparts in the radio catalogues (LoTSS or VLAS82).

3. Machine learning training

In an attempt to extract the largest available amount of infor-
mation from the data, and let ML algorithms improve their pre-
dictions, we decided to perform our training and predictions
through a series of sequential steps, which we refer to as ‘mod-
els’ henceforth. We started with the training and prediction of the
class of sources (AGNs or galaxies). The next model predicts
whether an AGN could be detected in radio at the depth used
during training (LoTSS). A final model will predict the redshift
values of radio-predicted AGNs. A visual representation of this
process can be seen in Fig. 4. Creating separate models gives us
the opportunity to select the best subset of features for training
as well as the best combination of ML algorithms for training in
each step.

In broad terms, our goal with the classification models is to
recover the largest number of elements from the positive classes
(i.e. class = 1 and LOFAR_detect = 1). For the regression
model, we aim to retrieve predictions as close as the originally
fed redshift values.

In general, classification models provide a final score in the
range [0, 1], which can only be associated with a true probabil-
ity after a careful calibration (Kull et al. 2017a,b). Calibration of
these scores can be done by applying a transformation to their
values. For our work, we decided to apply a Beta transforma-
tion4. This type of transformation allows us to re-distribute the
scores of an uncalibrated classifier allowing them to get closer
4 Beta transformation functions have the general form
µbeta(S ; a, b, c) = 1/

(
1 + 1/

(
ec S a

(1−S )b

))
, with S being the score

from the classifier and a, b, c, free parameters to be optimised.
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Fig. 4. Flowchart representing the prediction pipeline used to predict
the presence of radio-detectable AGNs and their redshift values. At the
beginning of each model step, the most relevant features are selected as
described in Sect. 3.1.

to the definition of probability. Further details of the calibration
process are given in the Appendix C.

Given that we need to be able to compare the results from
the training and application of the ML models with values ob-
tained independently (i.e. ground truth), we divided our dataset
into labelled and unlabelled sources. Labelled sources are all el-
ements of our catalogue that have been classified as either AGNs
or galaxies. Unlabelled sources are those which lack such clas-
sification and that will only be subject to the prediction of our
models, not taking part in any training step.

Before any calculation or transformation is applied to the
data from the HETDEX field, we split the labelled dataset into
training, validation, calibration, and testing subsets. The early
creation of these subsets helps avoid information leakage from
the test subset into the models. Initially, a 20% of the dataset
has been reserved as testing data. Of the remaining elements, an
80% of them have been used for training, and the rest of the data
has been divided equally between calibration and validation sub-
sets (i.e. a 10% each). The splitting process and the number of
elements for each subset are shown in Fig. 5. Depending on the
model, the needed sources are selected from each of the subsets
that have been already created. The training set will be used to
select algorithms for each step and to optimise their hyperparam-
eters. The inclusion of the validation subset helps in the param-
eter optimisation of the models. The probability calibration of
the trained model is performed over the calibration subset and,
finally, the completed models are tested on the test subset. The
use of these subsets will be expanded in Sects. 3.3 and 3.4.

All the following transformations (feature selection, stan-
dardisation, and power transform of features) were applied to
the training and validation subsets before the training of the al-
gorithms and models. The calibration and testing subsets were
subject to the same transformations after the modelling stage.

HETDEX Field
15 136 878

Labelled
118 734

Unlabelled
15 018 144

Train+Validation+
Calibration

94 987

Test
23 747

Train
75 989

Validation+
Calibration

18 998

Validation
9 499

Calibration
9 499

(a) HETDEX field

S82
3 590 306

Labelled
21 828

Unlabelled
3 568 478

(b) S82 field
Fig. 5. Composition of datasets used for the different steps of this work.
(a) HETDEX field. (b) S82.

3.1. Feature selection

Machine learning algorithms, as with most data analysis tools,
require execution times which increase at least linearly with the
size of the datasets. In order to reduce training times without los-
ing relevant information for the model, the most important fea-
tures were selected at each step through a process called feature
selection.

To avoid redundancy, the process starts discarding features
that have a high correlation with another property of the dataset.
For discarding features, we calculated Pearson’s correlation ma-
trix for the full train+validation dataset only and selected the
pairs of features that showed a correlation factor higher than
ρ = 0.75, in absolute values5. From each pair, we discarded the
feature with the lowest relative standard deviation (RSD; John-
son & Leone 1964). The RSD is defined as the ratio between the
standard deviation of a set and its mean value. A feature which
covers a small portion of its probable values (i.e. low coverage
of parameter space, and lower RSD) will give less information
to a model than one with largely spread values.

For each model, the process of feature selection begins with
79 base features and three targets (class, LOFAR_detect, and
Z). Feature selection is run, independently, for each trained
model (i.e. AGN-galaxy classification, radio detection, and red-
shift predictions), delivering three different sets of features.

3.2. Metrics

A set of metrics will be used to understand the reliability of the
results and put them in context with results in the literature. Since
our work includes the use of classification and regression mod-
els, we briefly discuss the appropriate metrics in the following
sections.

3.2.1. Classification metrics

The main tool to assess the performance of classification meth-
ods is the confusion (or error) matrix. It is a two-dimension (pre-

5 A value of ρ = 0.75 is a compromise between stringent thresholds
(e.g. ρ = 0.5) and more relaxed values (e.g. ρ ≈ 0.9). For an explanation
on the selection of correlation values, see, for instance Ratner (2009).
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dicted vs. true) matrix where the true and predicted class(es) are
compared and results stored in cells with the rate of true pos-
itives (TP), true negative (TN), false positives (FP), and false
gegatives (FN). As mentioned earlier in Sect. 3, we seek to max-
imise the number of positive-class sources that are recovered as
such. Using the elements of the confusion matrix, this aim can
be translated into the maximisation of TP and, consequently, the
minimisation of FN.

From the elements of the confusion matrix, we can obtain
additional metrics, such as the F1 and Fβ scores (Dice 1945;
Sørenson 1948; van Rijsbergen 1979), and the Matthews cor-
relation coefficient (MCC; Yule 1912; Cramér 1946; Matthews
1975) which are better suited for unbalanced data as they take
into account the behaviour and correlations among all elements
of the confusion matrix. As such, the F1 coefficient is defined as
the following:

F1 =
2TP

2TP + FN + FP
. (1)

The values of F1 can go from 0 (no prediction of positive in-
stances) to 1 (perfect prediction of elements with positive la-
bels). This definition assigns equal weight (importance) to both
the number of FN and FP. An extension to the F1 score, which
adds a non-negative parameter, β, to increase, the importance
given to each one of them is the F score (Fβ), defined as follows:

Fβ =
(1 + β2) × TP

(1 + β2) × TP + β2 × FN + FP
. (2)

Using β > 1, more relevance is given to the optimisation of
FN. When 0 ≤ β < 1, the optimisation of FP is more relevant.
If β = 1, the initial definition of F1 is recovered. As with F1,
Fβ values can be in the range [0, 1]. As we seek to minimise
the number of FN detection, we adopt a conservative value of
β = 1.1, giving more significance to their reduction without re-
moving the aim for FP. Also, this value is close enough to β = 1,
which will allow us to compare our scores to those produced in
previous works.

The MCC metric is defined as

MCC =
TP × TN − FP × FN

√
(TP + FP)(TP + FN)(TN + FP)(TN + FN)

, (3)

which includes also the information about the TN elements. The
values of MCC can range from −1 (total disagreement between
true and predicted values) to +1 (perfect prediction) with 0 rep-
resenting a prediction analogous to a random guess.

The recall, or true positive rate (TPR, also called complete-
ness, or sensitivity; Yerushalmy 1947) corresponds to the rate
of relevant, or correct, elements that have been recovered by a
process. Using the elements from the confusion matrix, it can be
defined as the following:

recall = TPR =
TP

TP + FN
, (4)

and it can go from 0 to 1, with a value of 1 meaning that the
model can recover all the true instances.

The last metric used is precision (also known as purity),
which can be defined as the ratio between the number of cor-
rectly classified elements and the number of sources in the posi-
tive class (AGN or radio detectable):

precision =
TP

TP + FP
, (5)

and their values can range from 0 to 1 where higher values show
that more real positive instances of the studied set were retrieved
as such by the model.

In order to establish a baseline from which the aforemen-
tioned metrics can be assessed, it is possible to obtain them in
the case of a random, or no-skill prediction. Following, for in-
stance, the derivations and notation from Poisot (2023), no-skill
versions of classification metrics (Eqs. 2–5) are the following:

Fno−skill
β = p , (6)

MCCno−skill = 0 , (7)

recallno−skill = p , (8)

precisionno−skill = p , (9)

where p corresponds to the ratio between the elements of the
positive class and the total number of elements involved in the
prediction.

3.2.2. Regression metrics

For the case of individual redshift value determination, two com-
monly used metrics are the difference between predicted and true
redshift,

∆z = zTrue − zPredicted , (10)

and its normalised difference,

∆zN =
zTrue − zPredicted

1 + zTrue
. (11)

If the comparison is made over a larger sample of elements, the
bias of the redshift is used (Dahlen et al. 2013), with the median
of the quantities instead of its mean to avoid the strong influence
of extreme values. This bias can be written as

∆zTotal = median (zTrue − zPredicted) = median(∆z) , (12)

∆zN
Total = median

(
zTrue − zPredicted

1 + zTrue

)
= median(∆zN) . (13)

Using the previous definitions, four additional metrics can
be calculated. These are the median absolute deviation (MAD,
σMAD) and normalised median absolute deviation (NMAD,
σNMAD; Hoaglin et al. 1983; Ilbert et al. 2009), which are less
sensitive to outliers. Also, the standard deviation of the predic-
tions, σz, and its normalised version, σN

z are typically used. They
are defined as

σMAD = 1.48 ×median (|∆z|) , (14)

σNMAD = 1.48 ×median
(∣∣∣∆zN

∣∣∣) , (15)

σz =

√√√
1
d

d∑
i

(∆z)2 , (16)

σN
z =

√√√
1
d

d∑
i

(
∆zN)2 , (17)
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with d being the number of elements in the studied sample (i.e.
its size).

Also, the outlier fraction (η, as used in Dahlen et al. 2013;
Lima et al. 2022) is considered, which is defined as the fraction
sources with a predicted redshift difference (

∣∣∣∆zN
∣∣∣, Eq. 11) larger

than a previously set value. Taking the results from Ilbert et al.
(2009) and Hildebrandt et al. (2010), we selected this threshold
to be 0.15, leaving the definition of the outlier fraction as fol-
lows:

η =
#
(∣∣∣∆zN

∣∣∣ > 0.15
)

d
, (18)

where # symbolises the number of sources fulfilling the de-
scribed relation, and d corresponds to the size of the selected
sample.

3.2.3. Calibration metrics

One of the most used analytical metrics to assess calibration of a
model is the Brier score (BS; Brier 1950). It measures the mean
square difference between the predicted probability of an ele-
ment and its true class. If the total number of elements in the
studied sample is d, the BS can be written (for binary classifica-
tion problems, as the ones studied in this work) as

BS =
1
d

d∑
i

(C − class)2 , (19)

where C is the predicted class and class corresponds the true
class of each of the elements in the sample (0 or 1). The BS
can range between 0 and 1 with 0 representing a model that is
completely reliable in its predictions. Additionally, the BS can be
used to compare the reliability (or calibration) between a model
and a reference using the Brier skill score (BSS; e.g. Glahn &
Jorgensen 1970), which can be defined as the following:

BSS = 1 −
BS

BSref
. (20)

In our case, BSref corresponds to the value calculated from
the uncalibrated model. The BSS can take values between −1
and +1. The closer the BSS gets to 1, the more reliable the anal-
ysed model is. These values include the case where BSS≈0, in
which both models perform similarly in terms of calibration.

For our pipeline, after a model has been fully trained, a cal-
ibrated version of their scores will be obtained. With both of
them, the BSS will be calculated and, if it is not much lower
than 0, that calibrated transformation will be used as the final
scores from the prediction.

3.3. Model selection

By design, each ML algorithm has been developed and tuned
to work better with certain data conditions. For instance, bal-
ance of target categories and ranges of base features. The pre-
dicting power of different algorithms can be combined with the
use of meta learners (Vanschoren 2019). Meta learners use the
properties or predictions from other algorithms (base learners)
as additional information during their training stages. A simple
implementation of this procedure is called generalised stacking

(Wolpert 1992) which can be interpreted as the addition of pri-
ors to the model training stage. Generalised stacking has been
applied in several astrophysical problems. That is the case of
Zitlau et al. (2016), Cunha & Humphrey (2022), and Euclid Col-
laboration et al. (2023a), Euclid Collaboration et al. (2023b).

Base and meta learners have been selected based upon the
metrics described in Sect. 3.2. We trained five algorithms with
the training subset and calculated the metrics for all of them us-
ing a 10-fold cross-validation approach (e.g. Stone 1974; Allen
1974) over the same training subset. For each metric, the learn-
ers have been given a rank (from 1 to 5) and a mean value has
been obtained from them. Out of the analysed algorithms, the
one with the best overall performance (i.e. best mean rank) is se-
lected to be the meta learner while the remaining four are used
as base learners.

For the AGN-galaxy classification and radio detection prob-
lems, we tested five classification algorithms: Random Forest
(RF; Breiman 2001), Gradient Boosting Classifier (GBC; Fried-
man 2001), Extra Trees (ET; Geurts et al. 2006), Extreme Gra-
dient Boosting (XGBoost, v1.5.1; Chen & Guestrin 2016), and
Category Boosting (CatBoost, v1.0.5; Prokhorenkova et al.
2018; Dorogush et al. 2018). For the redshift prediction problem,
we tested five regressors as well: RF, ET, XGBoost, CatBoost,
and Gradient Boosting Regressor (GBR; Friedman 2001). We
used the Python implementations of these algorithms and, in par-
ticular for RF, ET, GBC, and GBR, the versions offered by the pack-
age scikit-learn6 (v0.23.2; Pedregosa et al. 2011). These
algorithms were selected given that they offer tools to interpret
the global and local influence of the input features in the training
and predictions (cf. Sects. 1 and 5.3).

All the algorithms selected for this work fall into the broad
family of tree-based models. Forest models (RF and ET) rely on
a collection of decision trees to, after applying a majority vote,
predict either a class or a continuum value. Each of these deci-
sion trees uses a different, randomly selected subset of features
to make a decision on the training set (Breiman 2001). Oppo-
site to forests, gradient boosting models (GBC, GBR, XGBoost
and CatBoost) apply decision trees sequentially to improve the
quality of the previous predictions (Friedman 2001, 2002).

3.4. Training of models

The procedure described in Sect. 3.3 includes an initial fit of the
selected algorithms to the training data (including the selected
features) to optimise their parameters. The stacking step includes
a new optimisation of the parameters of the meta learner using
10-fold cross-validation on the training data with the addition of
the output from the base learners, which are treated as regular
features. Then, the hyperparameters of the stacked models are
optimised over the training subset (a brief description of this step
is presented in Appendix D).

The final step involves a last parameter fitting instance but
using, this time, the combined train+validation subset, which in-
cludes the output of the base algorithms, to ensure wider cover-
age of the parameter space and better-performing models. Con-
sequently, only the testing set is available for assessing the qual-
ity of the predictions made by the models.

3.5. Probability calibration

The calibration procedure was performed in the calibration sub-
set. In this way, we avoid influencing the process with informa-

6 https://scikit-learn.org
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tion from the training and validation steps. A broader description
of the calibration process and the results obtained for our mod-
els are presented in Appendix C. Thus, from this point onwards,
and with the sole exception of some of the outcomes shown in
Sect. 5.3, all results from classifications will be based on the cal-
ibrated probabilities.

3.6. Optimisation of classification thresholds

As mentioned in the first paragraphs of Sect. 3, classification
models deliver a range of probabilities for which a threshold is
needed to separate their predictions between negative and pos-
itive classes. By default, these models set a threshold at 0.5 in
score7 but, in principle, and given the characteristics of the prob-
lem, a different optimal threshold might be needed.

In our case, we want to optimise (increase) the number of re-
covered elements in each model (i.e. AGNs or radio-detectable
sources). This maximisation corresponds to obtaining thresholds
that optimise the recall given a specific precision limit. We did
that with the use of the statistical tool called precision-recall
(PR) curve. A deeper description of this method and the results
obtained from our work are presented in Appendix E8.

4. Results

In the present section, we report the results from the training of
the different models in the HETDEX field. All metrics are eval-
uated using the testing subset. The metrics are also computed on
labelled AGNs in the S82 field. As no training is done on S82
data, it offers a way to test the validity of the pipeline on data
that, despite having similar optical-to-NIR photometric proper-
ties, presents distinct radio information and location in the sky.

The three models are chained afterwards in sequential mode
to create a pipeline, and related metrics, for the prediction of
radio-AGN activity. Novel predictions were obtained from the
application of such pipeline to unlabelled sources from both the
HETDEX and S82 fields.

4.1. AGN-galaxy classification

Feature selection was applied to the train+validation subset with
85 488 confirmed elements (galaxies from SDSS DR16 and
AGNs from MQC, i.e. class == 0 or class == 1). After the
selection procedure described in Sect. 3.1, 18 features were se-
lected for training: band_num, W4mag, g_r, r_i, r_J, i_z, i_y,
z_y, z_W2, y_J, y_W1, y_W2, J_H, H_K, H_W3, W1_W2, W1_W3,
and W3_W4. The target feature is class.

The results of model testing for the AGN-galaxy classifica-
tion are reported in Table 3. The CatBoost algorithm provides
the best metric values (highest mean rank) and is therefore se-
lected as the meta model. XGBoost, RF, ET, and GBC were used
as base learners.

The optimisation of the PR curve for the calibrated predictor
provides an optimal threshold for this algorithm of 0.34895. This
value was used for the AGN-galaxy model throughout this work.

The results of the application of the stacked and calibrated
model for the testing subset and the labelled sources in S82 are
presented in Table 4. The metrics are shown for the use of two
different thresholds, the naive value of 0.5 and the PR-derived
value of 0.34895. The confusion matrix (calculated on the testing
dataset) is shown in the upper left panel of Fig. 6.

7 Throughout this work, we call this a naive threshold.
8 Thresholds derived from the PR curves are labelled as PR.

Table 3. Best performing models for the AGN-galaxy classification

Model Fβ MCC Precision Recall Rank
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

CatBoost 95.70±0.28 92.46±0.48 95.45±0.32 95.91±0.37 1.00
XGBoost 95.67±0.27 92.40±0.48 95.41±0.39 95.88±0.34 2.00
RF 95.52±0.36 92.14±0.63 95.28±0.46 95.71±0.40 3.00
ET 95.40±0.40 91.94±0.69 95.13±0.43 95.63±0.47 4.00
GBC 95.26±0.31 91.66±0.54 94.82±0.41 95.63±0.35 5.00

Notes. Metrics obtained using the default probability threshold of 0.5.
Algorithms are sorted by decreasing recall values.
For display purposes, all metrics have been multiplied by 100.
Uncertainties show standard deviation of metrics obtained across all 10
training folds (cf. Sect. 3.3).

Table 4. Resulting metrics of AGN-galaxy classification model for the
test subset and the labelled sources in S82 using two different threshold
values, as described in Sect. 4.1. HETDEX and S82 pipeline results are
described in Sect. 4.4.

Subset Threshold Fβ MCC Precision Recall
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

HETDEX-test Naive 95.37±0.36 91.81±0.67 97.47±0.69 95.89±2.27
PR 95.42±0.38 91.85±0.70 94.49±0.65 96.21±0.43

S82-label Naive 94.15±0.44 70.54±2.02 95.16±0.41 93.33±0.66
PR 94.37±0.36 70.67±1.72 94.81±0.40 94.01±0.59

HETDEX-pipe Naive 95.37±0.36 91.81±0.67 97.47±0.69 95.89±2.27
PR 95.42±0.38 91.85±0.70 94.49±0.65 96.21±0.43

S82-pipe Naive 94.15±0.44 70.54±2.02 95.16±0.41 93.33±0.66
PR 94.37±0.36 70.67±1.72 94.81±0.40 94.01±0.59

Notes. All metrics have been multiplied by 100.
Uncertainties show standard deviation of metrics obtained across all 10
training folds (cf. Sect. 3.3).

Overall, the model is able to separate AGNs from galax-
ies with a very high (recall ≳94%) success rate. A comparison
with traditional colour-colour criteria for AGNs selection is pre-
sented in Sect. 5.1.1. In particular, Table 15 displays metrics for
such criteria. Our classification model can recover, in the HET-
DEX field, 15% and 59% more AGNs than said formulae. In the
S82 field, these differences range between 17% and 61%. Such
differences highlight the fact that most of the information that
separates AGNs from galaxies is traced by the selected features
(mostly colours). Also, the increase in the recovery rate under-
lines the importance of using photometric information from sev-
eral bands for such task, as opposed to traditional colour-colour
criteria.

4.2. Radio detection

Training of the radio detection model was applied only to
sources confirmed to be AGN (class == 1). Feature selec-
tion was applied to the train+validation subset, with 36 387 con-
firmed AGNs. The target feature is LOFAR_detect and the base
of selected features are: band_num, W4mag, g_r, g_i, r_i, r_z,
i_z, z_y, z_W1, y_J, y_W1, J_H, H_K, K_W3, K_W4, W1_W2, and
W2_W3.

The performance of the tested algorithms is shown in Ta-
ble 5. In this case, GBC shows the highest mean rank. For this
reason, we used it as the meta learner and XGBoost, CatBoost,
RF, and ET were selected as base learners. The optimal thresh-
old for this model is found to be ∼0.20460. Finally, the stacked
model metrics and confusion matrix are shown in Table 6, for
PR-optimised and naive thresholds, and in Fig. 6 respectively.
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Fig. 6. Performance of individual models (AGN-galaxy classification,
radio-detectability classification and redshift regression) when applied
to the HETDEX test subset. (a): confusion matrix for AGN-galaxy
classification. (b): Same as (a), but for radio detection. (c): Density
plot comparison between original and the predicted redshifts. Grey,
dashed line shows the 1:1 relation while dot-dashed lines show the lim-
its for outliers (cf. Eq. 18). Inset displays the distribution of ∆zN with a
<∆zN> = 0.0442.

Table 5. Best performing models the radio detection classification.

Model Fβ MCC Precision Recall Rank
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

XGBoost 29.98±2.29 29.81±2.17 56.74±2.93 21.61±2.00 2.75
CatBoost 29.57±1.62 30.56±1.71 60.10±2.85 20.85±1.36 2.25
GBC 29.60±1.66 31.31±1.93 62.55±3.95 20.66±1.40 1.75
RF 29.16±2.47 30.26±2.65 60.03±3.73 20.48±1.96 3.75
ET 28.40±1.27 29.73±1.47 60.06±2.85 19.80±1.05 4.50

Notes. Values and uncertainties as in Table 3.

4.3. Redshift predictions

The redshift value prediction model was applied to sources
confirmed to be radio-detected AGN (i.e. class == 1 and
radio_detect == 1). Feature selection (cf. Sect. 3.1) was ap-
plied to the train+validation subset, with 4 612 sources, leading
to the selection of 17 features. The target feature is Z and the
selected base features are band_num, W4mag, g_r, g_W3, r_i,
r_z, i_z, i_y, z_y, y_J, y_W1, J_H, H_K, K_W3, K_W4, W1_W2,
and W2_W3.

For the redshift prediction, the tested algorithms performed
as shown in Table 7. Based on their mean rank values, RF,
CatBoost, XGBoost, and GBRwere selected as base learners and
ET (which shows the best σMAD value of the two models with
the best rank) was used as meta learner. The redshift regression
metrics of the stacked model are presented in Table 8. Likewise,
the comparison between the original and predicted redshifts is
shown in the lower panel of Fig. 6.

Table 6. Resulting metrics of the radio detection model on the test sub-
set and the labelled sources in S82 using two different threshold values,
as explained in Sect. 4.2. HETDEX and S82 pipeline results shown as
part of the discussion in Sect. 4.4.

Subset Threshold Fβ MCC Precision Recall
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

HETDEX-test Naive 24.87±2.94 27.36±3.46 60.61±8.18 16.72±2.31
PR 42.88±2.93 32.47±3.49 35.28±2.74 52.16±3.59

S82-label Naive 27.15±2.28 23.36±2.27 25.72±1.91 28.47±3.24
PR 21.62±1.20 19.37±1.64 12.29±0.73 58.16±3.06

HETDEX-pipe Naive 24.37±3.53 26.93±4.18 59.36±7.17 16.38±2.63
PR 41.57±4.16 31.67±4.81 34.65±3.24 49.80±5.85

S82-pipe Naive 26.52±5.44 23.29±5.73 25.71±5.89 27.72±5.21
PR 20.19±2.84 18.40±4.07 11.45±1.58 54.78±8.44

Notes. Values and uncertainties as in Table 4.

Table 7. Results of initial fit for redshift value prediction.

Model σMAD σNMAD σz σN
z η Rank

(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)
RF 17.88±1.41 07.95±0.50 42.02±5.28 19.38±2.44 19.51±1.98 2.0
ET 18.53±1.03 08.42±0.43 41.12±4.16 18.65±2.26 19.24±1.16 1.8

CatBoost 21.71±1.38 10.08±0.47 40.35±3.03 18.52±1.39 21.93±1.55 2.2
XGBoost 22.89±1.05 10.84±0.78 43.14±3.99 19.62±1.78 24.15±1.84 4.0
GBR 27.73±1.57 12.72±0.74 44.82±3.80 20.41±1.67 28.67±2.25 5.0

Notes. Algorithms sorted by increasing σMAD values.
Uncertainties as in Table 3.

Table 8. Redshift prediction metrics for the test subset from HETDEX
and S82 labelled sources as discussed in Sect. 4.4.

Subset σMAD σNMAD σz σN
z η

(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)
HETDEX-test 16.54±2.55 7.27±0.99 41.14±09.97 20.56±5.98 19.03±3.35

S82-label 18.66±2.26 9.28±1.37 51.08±11.62 24.69±4.36 24.29±4.68
HETDEX-pipe-Naive 08.11±3.95 5.42±2.19 32.00±12.27 20.97±9.69 19.01±8.22

HETDEX-pipe-PR 15.86±1.77 7.17±0.81 37.80±03.06 22.93±2.73 18.91±1.59
S82-pipe-Naive 15.17±2.70 9.14±1.23 43.05±07.20 24.32±5.00 24.09±4.52

S82-pipe-PR 20.71±1.23 9.84±0.56 45.14±04.42 26.14±3.77 25.18±2.26

Notes. Values and uncertainties as in Table 4.

4.4. Prediction pipeline

The sequential combination of the models described in Sect. 3
defines the pipeline for the prediction of radio-detectable AGNs
and their redshift. As separate tasks, the pipeline was applied to
the labelled sources in the HETDEX testing subset, to the la-
belled sources in S82, and to all unlabelled sources across both
fields. S82 provides an independent test of the pipeline as no data
in this field was used for training the different models. A full can-
didate catalogue is extracted from this exercise and based on the
unlabelled datasets.

As the metrics discussed in the previous sections correspond
to each individual model, new –combined– metrics, based on
the knowledge for labelled sources, are calculated for HETDEX
and S82 and presented in Fig. 8 and Tables 8 and 9. Overall, we
observe worse combined metrics with respect to the ones cal-
culated for individual models (e.g. recall of 45% for HETDEX
and 47% for S82). This degradation might be understood by the
fact that the pipeline is composed of three sequential models.
Each additional step is fed with sources classified by the previ-
ous algorithm. And some of these sources might not be similar,
in terms of features, to those used for training, thus adding noise
to the output of such model. A small sample of the output of the
pipeline for five high-z labelled radio AGN sources in HETDEX
and S82 are shown in Tables 10 and 11 respectively.
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Fig. 7. Redshift density distribution of the predicted radio AGNs within
the unlabelled sources (clean histograms) in HETDEX (ochre his-
tograms) and S82 (blue histograms) and true redshifts from labelled
radio AGNs (dashed histograms).

Table 9. Results of application of radio AGN prediction pipeline to the
labelled sources in the HETDEX and S82 fields.

Subset Threshold Fβ MCC Precision Recall
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

HETDEX-test Naive 20.68±3.17 24.93±3.72 52.34±6.56 13.79±2.27
PR 37.99±2.59 33.66±2.79 32.20±2.72 44.61±2.46

S82-label Naive 24.08±3.44 21.43±3.53 25.44±3.64 23.07±3.72
PR 19.42±2.31 17.23±3.08 11.33±1.32 47.36±6.22

Notes. Values and uncertainties as in Table 3.

The application of the prediction pipeline to the unlabelled
sources from the HETDEX field led to 9 974 990 predicted
AGNs, from which 68 252 were predicted to be radio detectable.
The pipeline predicts, as well, 2 073 997 AGNs in the unlabelled
data from S82, being 22 445 of them candidates to be detected
in the radio (to the detection level of LoTSS). The distribution
of the predicted redshifts for radio AGNs in HETDEX and S82
is presented in Fig. 7. The pipeline outputs for a small sample
of the predicted radio AGNs are presented in Tables 12 and 13
for HETDEX and S82 respectively. Section 5 explores the com-
parison of these results with previous works in the literature and
discusses the main drivers (i.e. features) for the detection of these
radio AGNs.

4.5. No-skill classification

As presented in Sect. 3.2.1, Eqs. 6–9 show the base results for
a classification with no skill. Table 14 presents the scores gen-
erated by using this technique. These values are the base from
which any improvement can be assessed.

Subsets and prediction modes displayed in Table 14 coincide
with those exhibited in Tables 4, 6, and 9. For instance, in the test
HETDEX sub-sample, ∼43% of sources are labelled as AGNs.
From all AGNs, ∼13% of them have radio detections. This can
be summarised stating that ∼6% of all sources in the test sub-
sample are radio-detected AGNs.

5. Discussion

5.1. Comparison with previous prediction or detection works

In this subsection, we provide a few examples of related pub-
lished works as well as plausible explanations for observed dis-
crepancies when these are present. This comparison attempts to
be representative of the literature on the subject but does not in-
tends to be complete in any way.

5.1.1. AGN detection prediction

In order to understand the significance of our results and ways
for future improvement, we separate the comparison with previ-
ous works in two parts. First, we present previously published
results from traditional methodologies. In second place, we offer
a comparison with ML methods.

Traditional AGN selection methods are based on the com-
parison of the measured SED photometry to a template library
(Walcher et al. 2011). A recent example of its application is pre-
sented by Thorne et al. (2022) where best fit classifications were
calculated for more than 700 000 galaxies in the D10 field of
the Deep Extragalactic VIsible Legacy Survey (DEVILS; Davies
et al. 2018) and the Galaxy and Mass Assembly survey (GAMA;
Driver et al. 2011; Liske et al. 2015). The 91% recovery rate
of AGNs, selected through various means (X-ray measurements,
narrow and broad emission lines, and mid-IR colours), is very
much in line with our findings in S82, where our rate (recall)
reaches 89%.

Traditional methods also encompass the colour-based selec-
tion of AGNs. While less precise, they provide access to a much
larger base of candidates with a very low computational cost. We
implemented some of the most common colour criteria on the
data from S82. Of particular interest is the predicting power of
the mid-IR colour selection due to its potential to detect hidden
or heavily obscured AGN activity.

Based on WISE (Wright et al. 2010) data, Stern et al. (2012,
S12) proposed a threshold at W1 - W2 ≥ 0.8 to separate AGNs
from non-AGNs using data from AGNs in the Cosmic Evolution
Survey (COSMOS) field (Scoville et al. 2007). A more strin-
gent criterion was developed by Mateos et al. (2012, M12), the
AGN wedge, which can be defined by the sources located inside
the region defined by the relations W1 - W2 < 0.315 × (W2 -
W3) + 0.791, W1 - W2 > 0.315 × (W2 - W3) − 0.222, and
W1 - W2 > −3.172 × ( W2 - W3 ) + 7.624. In order to de-
fine this wedge, they used data from X-ray selected AGNs over
an area of 44.43 deg2 in the northern sky. Mingo et al. (2016,
M16) cross-correlated data from WISE observations with X-ray
and radio surveys creating a sample of star-forming galaxies and
AGNs in the northern sky. They developed individual relations
to separate classes of galaxies and AGNs in the W1 - W2, W2 -
W3 space and, for AGNs the criterion, the relation is W1 - W2
≥ 0.5 and W2 - W3 < 4.4. More recently, Blecha et al. (2018,
B18) analysed the quality of mid-IR colour selection methods
for the identification of obscured AGNs involved in mergers.
Using hydrodynamic simulations for the evolution of AGNs in
galaxy mergers, they developed a selection criterion from WISE
colours which is shown to be able to separate, with high relia-
bility, starburst galaxies from AGNs. The expressions have the
form W1 - W2 > 0.5, W2 - W3 > 2.2, and W1 - W2 > 2 × (
W2 - W3)−8.9. The results from the application of these criteria
to our samples in the testing subset and in the labelled sources of
S82 field are summarised in Table 15 and a graphical represen-
tation of the boundaries they create in their respective parameter
spaces is presented in Fig. 9.

Table 15 shows that previous colour-colour criteria have been
designed and calibrated to have very high precision values. Most
of the sources deemed to be AGN by them are, indeed, of such
class. Despite being tuned to maximise their recall (and Fβ to
a lesser extent), our classifier, and the criterion derived from it,
still show precision values compatible with those of such crite-
ria. This result underlines the power of ML methods. They can
be on a par with traditional colour-colour criteria and excel in
additional metrics.

Article number, page 11 of 24



A&A proofs: manuscript no. ML_RG_article

No
Radio
AGN

Radio
AGN

Predicted label

No
Radio
AGN

Radio
AGN

T
ru

e
la

b
el

21 230 1 219

719 579

(a) Radio-AGN confusion
matrix

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

1 + zTrue

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

1
+

z P
re

d
ic

te
d

0

4

8

12
16
20
24
28
32

−0.50.0 0.5

(b) Predicted-True z comparison

No
Radio
AGN

Radio
AGN

Predicted label

No
Radio
AGN

Radio
AGN

T
ru

e
la

b
el

17 992 3 021

429 386

(c) Radio-AGN confusion
matrix

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.06.07.0

1 + zTrue

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0
7.0

1
+

z P
re

d
ic

te
d

0

6

12

18
24
30
36
42
48

−0.50.0 0.5

(d) Predicted-True z comparison

Fig. 8. Combined confusion matrices and True/predicted redshift density plot for the full radio AGN detection prediction computed using the
testing subset from HETDEX (panels (a) and (b)) and the known labelled sources from S82 (panels (c) and (d)).

Table 10. Predicted and original properties for the 5 sources in testing subset with the highest redshift predicted radio AGNs. Sources are sorted
by decreasing predicted redshift. A description of the columns is presented in Appendix G.

ID RA_ICRS DE_ICRS band_num class Score_AGN Prob_AGN LOFAR_detect Score_radio Prob_radio Score_rAGN Prob_rAGN z pred_z
(deg) (deg)

9898717 203.016113 55.518097 9 1.0 0.500082 0.954114 0 0.390861 0.375122 0.195462 0.357909 4.738 4.3679
168686 164.769135 45.806320 8 1.0 0.500048 0.858157 0 0.450279 0.418719 0.225161 0.359326 4.893 4.1733
14437074 213.226517 54.236343 9 1.0 0.500090 0.965187 0 0.251632 0.263746 0.125839 0.254564 4.326 4.0475
10408176 188.163651 52.880898 9 1.0 0.500012 0.622448 0 0.604838 0.526003 0.302426 0.327410 4.340 3.9553
12612753 227.216370 51.941029 9 1.0 0.500055 0.887909 0 0.364423 0.355080 0.182231 0.315278 3.795 3.8797

Table 11. Predicted and original properties for the 5 sources in S82 with the highest predicted redshift on the labelled sources predicted to be radio
AGNs. Sources are sorted by decreasing predicted redshift. A description of the columns is presented in Appendix G.

ID RA_ICRS DE_ICRS band_num class Score_AGN Prob_AGN radio_detect Score_radio Prob_radio Score_rAGN Prob_rAGN z pred_z
(deg) (deg)

1406323 32.679794 -0.305035 6 1.0 0.500050 0.866373 1 0.185842 0.204867 0.092930 0.177491 4.650 4.4986
326139 33.580879 -1.121398 8 1.0 0.500040 0.822622 0 0.208769 0.225946 0.104393 0.185868 4.600 4.3785
633752 12.526446 -0.888660 9 1.0 0.500035 0.793882 0 0.206182 0.223600 0.103098 0.177512 4.310 4.2946
2834844 344.101440 0.789000 7 1.0 0.500062 0.909395 0 0.375735 0.363709 0.187891 0.330756 4.099 4.0635
3191865 31.881712 1.063655 9 1.0 0.500087 0.962260 0 0.264210 0.274477 0.132128 0.264118 3.841 4.0509

Figure 9 is constructed as a confusion matrix, plotting in each
quadrant the whole WISE population in the background and in
colour contours the corresponding fraction of the testing set (TP,
TN, FP, and FN, see Fig. 6a and Sect. 3.2.1). As expected, our
pipeline is able to separate with high confidence sources which
are closer to the AGN or the galaxy loci (TP and TN) while
sources in the FN and FP quadrant show a different situation. Ac-
tive galactic nuclei predicted to be galaxies (FN, 1.6% of sources
for HETDEX, and 4.9% for S82) are located in the galaxy region
of the colour-colour diagram. On the opposite corner of the plot,
galaxies predicted to be AGNs (FP, 2.4% of sources for HET-
DEX, and 4.2% for S82) cover the areas of AGNs and galax-
ies uniformly. False negative sources might be sources that are
identified as AGNs by means not included in our feature set (e.g.
X-ray, radio emission). Sources in the FP quadrant, alternatively,
might be galaxies with extreme properties, similar to AGNs.

For the case of ML-based models for AGN-galaxy classi-
fication, several analyses have been published in recent years.
An example of their application is provided in Clarke et al.
(2020) where a random forest model for the classification of
stars, galaxies and AGNs using photometric data was trained
from more than 3 000 000 sources in the SDSS (DR15; Aguado
et al. 2019) and WISE with associated spectroscopic observa-
tions. Close to 400 000 sources have a quasar spectroscopic la-
bel and from the application of their model to a validation subset,
they obtain a recall of 0.929 and F1 score of 0.943 for the quasar
classification. These scores are of the same order as the ones
obtained when applying our AGN-galaxy model to the testing
set (see Table 4). Thus, and despite using an order of magnitude

fewer sources for the full training and validation process, our
model can achieve equivalently good scores.

Expanding on Clarke et al. (2020), Cunha & Humphrey
(2022) built a ML pipeline, SHEEP, for the classification of
sources into stars, galaxies and QSOs. In contrast to Clarke et al.
(2020) or the pipeline described here, the first step in their analy-
sis is the redshift prediction, which is used as part of the training
features by the subsequent classifiers. They extracted WISE and
SDSS (DR15; Aguado et al. 2019) photometric data for almost
3 500 000 sources classified as stars, galaxies or QSOs. The ap-
plication of their pipeline to sources predicted to be QSOs leads
to a recall of 0.960 and an F1 score of 0.967. The improved
scores in their pipeline might be a consequence not only of the
slightly larger pool of sources, but also the inclusion of the co-
ordinates of the sources (right ascension, declination) and the
predicted redshift values as features in the training.

A test with a larger number of ML methods was performed
by Poliszczuk et al. (2021). For training, they used optical and
infrared data from close to 1 500 sources (galaxies and AGNs)
located at the AKARI North Ecliptic Pole (NEP) Wide-field (Lee
et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2012) covering a 5.4 deg2 area. They tested
LR, SVM, RF, ET, and XGBoost including the possibility of gen-
eralised stacking. In general, they obtain results with F1 scores
between 0.60 – 0.70 and recall values in the range of 50% – 80%.
These values, lower than the works described here, can be fully
understood given the small size of their training sample. A larger
photometric sample covers a wider range of the parameter space
which significantly helps the metrics of any given model.
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Table 12. Predicted and original properties for the 5 sources in the HETDEX field with the highest predicted redshift on the unlabelled sources
predicted to be radio AGNs. A description of the columns is presented in Appendix G.

ID RA_ICRS DE_ICRS band_num Score_AGN Prob_AGN radio_detect Score_radio Prob_radio Score_rAGN Prob_rAGN pred_z
(deg) (deg)

9544254 201.309235 53.746429 6 0.500007 0.578804 0 0.351672 0.345250 0.175838 0.199832 4.7114
12355845 220.838120 50.319016 5 0.500007 0.578804 0 0.937123 0.794128 0.468568 0.459644 4.6064
13814216 219.839142 52.660328 7 0.500015 0.650248 0 0.213846 0.230529 0.106926 0.149901 4.5622
6698239 184.694901 49.063766 5 0.499995 0.467527 0 0.799085 0.662753 0.399538 0.309855 4.5483
2951011 175.882446 55.497799 5 0.500008 0.589419 0 0.823295 0.681768 0.411654 0.401847 4.5320

Table 13. Predicted and original properties for the 5 sources in S82 with the highest predicted redshift on the unlabelled sources predicted to be
radio AGNs. A description of the columns is presented in Appendix G.

ID RA_ICRS DE_ICRS band_num Score_AGN Prob_AGN radio_detect Score_radio Prob_radio Score_rAGN Prob_rAGN pred_z
(deg) (deg)

3244450 26.276423 1.104065 7 0.500002 0.531172 0 0.542061 0.483128 0.271031 0.256624 4.3938
1062270 11.744675 -0.562642 7 0.499982 0.356043 0 0.196326 0.214586 0.098159 0.076402 4.3563
3261269 28.882526 1.117103 7 0.500011 0.608660 0 0.354936 0.347777 0.177472 0.211678 4.3153
1466227 18.157259 -0.258997 5 0.500013 0.630968 0 0.456207 0.422973 0.228110 0.266882 4.3146
1134866 11.304936 -0.507943 7 0.500011 0.616439 0 0.226178 0.241539 0.113091 0.148894 4.3140

Table 14. Results of no-skill selection of sources in different stages of
pipeline to the labelled sources in the HETDEX test subset and S82
fields.

Subset Prediction Fβ MCC Precision Recall
(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)

HETDEX

AGN-galaxy 42.57 0.00 42.57 42.57
Radio-detection (label) 12.84 0.00 12.84 12.84

Radio AGN 05.47 0.00 05.47 05.47

S82

AGN-galaxy 81.29 0.00 81.29 81.29
Radio-detection (label) 04.59 0.00 04.59 04.59

Radio AGN 03.73 0.00 03.73 03.73

Notes. All metrics have been multiplied by 100.

Table 15. Results of application of several AGN detection criteria to our
testing subset and the labelled sources from the S82 field.

HETDEX test set
Methoda Fβ MCC Precision Recall

(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)
S12 86.10 78.78 93.98 80.51
M12 51.80 49.71 98.87 37.18
M16 67.21 61.30 97.48 53.48
B18 82.14 75.76 97.54 72.66

This work 92.71 87.64 94.00 91.67

S82 (labelled)
Method Fβ MCC Precision Recall

(×100) (×100) (×100) (×100)
S12 83.59 45.47 93.93 76.62
M12 46.80 28.22 99.59 32.54
M16 64.69 37.76 98.80 50.32
B18 79.71 51.07 98.72 68.77

This work 90.63 58.53 94.15 87.91

Notes.a Naming codes for the used methods are described in the main
text (cf. Sect. 5.1.1). Last row of each sub-table corresponds to the cri-
terion derived in this work (as described in Sect 5.3.1). All metrics have
been multiplied by 100.

5.1.2. Radio detection prediction

We have not found in the literature any work attempting the pre-
diction of AGN radio detection at any level and therefore this is
the first attempt at doing so. In the literature we do find sev-
eral correlations between the AGN radio emission (flux) and
that at other wavelengths (e.g. with infrared emission, Helou
et al. 1985; Condon 1992) and substantial effort has been done
towards classifying RGs based upon their morphology (e.g.
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Fig. 9. W1 - W2, W2 - W3 colour-colour diagrams for sources in the
testing subset, from HETDEX, and labelled sources from S82 given
their position in the AGN-galaxy confusion matrix (see, for HETDEX,
rightmost panel of Fig. 8). In the background, density plot of all CW-
detected sources in the full HETDEX field sample is displayed. Colour
of each square represents the number of sources in that position of pa-
rameter space, with darker squares having more sources (as defined in
the colourbar of the upper-right panel). Contours represent distribution
of sources for each of the aforementioned subsets at 1, 2, 3, and 4σ
levels (shades of blue, for testing set and shades of red for labelled S82
sources). Coloured, solid lines display limits from the criteria for the
detection of AGNs described in Sect. 5.1.1.

Aniyan & Thorat 2017; Wu et al. 2019) and its connection to
environment (Miley & De Breuck 2008; Magliocchetti 2022).
None of these extensive works has directly focussed on the a pri-
ori presence or absence of radio emission above a certain thresh-
old. Therefore, the results presented here are the first attempt at
such an effort.

The ∼2x success rate of the pipeline to identify radio emis-
sion in AGNs (∼44.61% recall and ∼32.20% precision; see Ta-
ble 9) with the respect to a no-skill selection (⪅30%), provides
the opportunity to understand what the model has learned from
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the data and, therefore, gain some insight into the nature or trig-
gering mechanisms of the radio emission. We, therefore, reserve
the discussion of the most important features, and the linked
physical processes, driving the pipeline improved predictions to
Sect. 5.3.1.

5.1.3. Redshift value prediction

We compare our results to that of Ananna et al. (2017, Stripe
82X) where the authors analysed multi-wavelength data from
more than 6 100 X-ray detected AGNs from the 31.3 deg2 of
the Stripe 82X survey. They obtained photometric redshifts
for almost 6 000 of these sources using the template-based fit-
ting code LePhare (Arnouts et al. 1999; Ilbert et al. 2006).
Their results present a normalised median absolute deviation
of σNMAD=0.062 and an outlier fraction of η=13.69%, values
which are similar to our results in HETDEX and S82 except
for a better outlier fraction (as shown in Table 8, we obtain
ηS 82 = 25.18%, σHETDEX

NMAD =0.071, and ηHETDEX=18.9%).
On the ML side, we compare our results to those produced

by Carvajal et al. (2021) in S82, with σNMAD = 0.1197 and
η = 29.72%, and find that our redshift prediction model im-
proves by at least 25% for any given metric. The source of im-
provement is probably many-fold. First, it might be related to
the different sets of features used (colours vs ratios) and, sec-
ond, the more specific population of radio AGN used to train our
models. Carvajal et al. (2021) used a limited set of colours to
train their model, while we allowed the use of all available com-
binations of magnitudes (Sect. 2.2). Additionally, their redshift
model was trained on all available AGNs in HETDEX, while
we trained (and tested) it only with radio-detected AGNs. Using
a more constrained sample reduces the likelihood of handling
sources that are too different in the parameter space.

Another example of the use of ML for AGN redshift predic-
tion has been presented by Luken et al. (2019). They studied the
use of the k-nearest neighbours algorithm KNN (Cover & Hart
1967), a non-parametric supervised learning approach, to de-
rive redshift values for radio-detectable sources. They combined
1.4 GHz radio measurements, infrared, and optical photometry
in the European Large Area Infrared Space Observatory (ISO)
Survey-South 1 (ELAIS-S1; Oliver et al. 2000) and extended
Chandra Deep Field South (eCDFS; Lehmer et al. 2005) fields,
matching their sensitivities and depths to the expected values in
the Evolutionary Map of the Universe (EMU; Norris et al. 2011).
From the different experiments they run, their resulting NMAD
values are in the range σNMAD = 0.05 − 0.06, and their outlier
fraction can be found between η = 7.35% and η = 13.88%. As
an extension to the previous results, Luken et al. (2022) analysed
multi-wavelength data from radio-detected sources the eCDFS
and the ELAIS-S1 fields. Using KNN and RF methods to predict
the redshifts of more than 1 300 RGs, they developed regres-
sion methods that show NMAD values between σNMAD = 0.03
and σNMAD = 0.06, σz = 0.10 − 0.19, and outlier fractions of
η = 6.36% and η = 12.75%.

In addition to the previous work, Norris et al. (2019) com-
pared a number of methodologies, mostly related with ML but
also LePhare, for predicting redshift values for radio sources.
They used more than 45 photometric measurements (includ-
ing 1.4 GHz fluxes) from different surveys in the COSMOS
field. From several settings of features, sensitivities, and param-
eters, they retrieve redshift predictions with NMAD values be-
tween σNMAD = 0.054 and σNMAD = 0.48 and outlier fractions
that range between η = 7% and η = 80%. The broad span of ob-
tained values might be due to the combinations of properties for

each individual training set (including the use of radio or X-ray
measurements, the selection depth, and others) and to the size
of these sets, which was small for ML purposes (less than 400
sources). The slightly better results can be understood given the
heavily populated photometric data available in COSMOS.

Specifically related to HETDEX, it is possible to compare
our results to those from Duncan et al. (2019). They use a hy-
brid photometric redshift approach combining traditional tem-
plate fitting redshift determination and ML-based methods. In
particular, they implemented a GP algorithm, which is able to
model both the intrinsic noise and the uncertainties of the train-
ing features. Their redshift prediction analysis of AGN sources
with a spectroscopic redshift detected in the LoTSS DR1 (6, 811
sources) recovers a NMAD value of σNMAD = 0.102 and an out-
lier fraction of η = 26.6%. The differences between these results
and those obtained from the application of our models (indi-
vidually and as part of the prediction pipeline) might be due
to the differences in the creation of the training sets. Duncan
et al. (2019) used information from all available sources in the
HETDEX field for training the redshift GP whilst our redshift
model has been only trained on radio-detected AGNs, giving it
the opportunity to focus its parameter exploration only on these
sources.

Finally, Cunha & Humphrey (2022) also produced photo-
metric redshift predictions for almost 3 500 000 sources (stars,
galaxies, and QSOs) as part of their pipeline (see Sect. 5.1.1).
They combined three algorithms for their predictions: XGBoost,
CatBoost, and LightGBM (Ke et al. 2017). This procedure leads
to σNMAD = 0.018 and η = 2%. As with previous examples, the
differences with our results can be a consequence of the number
of training samples. Also, in the case of Cunha & Humphrey
(2022), they applied an additional post-processing step to the
redshift predictions attempting to predict and understand the ap-
pearance of catastrophic outliers.

5.2. Influence of data imputation

One effect which might influence the training of the models and,
consequently, the prediction for new sources is related to the im-
putation of missing values (cf. Sect. 2.1). In Fig. 10, we plotted
the distributions of predicted scores (for classification models)
and predicted redshift values as a function of the number of mea-
sured bands (band_num) for each step of the pipeline as applied
to sources predicted to be of each class in the test subset.

The top panel of Fig. 10 shows the influence of the degree
of imputation in the classification between AGNs and galaxies.
For most of the bins, probabilities for predicted galaxies are dis-
tributed close to 0.0, without any noticeable trend. In the case
of predicted AGNs, the combination of low number of sources
and high degree of imputation (band_num < 5) lead to low mean
probabilities.

The case of radio detection classification is somewhat dif-
ferent. Given the number and distribution of sources per bin, it
is not possible to extract any strong trend for the probabilities
of radio-predicted sources. The absence of evolution with the
number of observed bands is stronger for sources predicted to be
devoid of radio detection.

Finally, a stronger effect can be seen with the evolution of
predicted redshift values for radio-detectable AGNs. Despite the
lower number of available sources, it is possible to recognise
that sources with higher number of available measurements are
predicted to have lower redshift values. Sources that are closer to
us have higher probabilities to be detected in a large number of
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Fig. 10. Evolution of predicted probabilities (top: probability to be
AGN, middle: probability of AGNs to be detected in radio) and redshift
values for radio-detectable AGNs (bottom panel) as a function of the
number of observed bands for sources in test set. In top panel, sources
have been divided between those predicted to be AGN and galaxy. In
middle panel, sources are divided between predicted AGN that are pre-
dicted to be detected in radio and those predicted to not have radio de-
tection. Background density plots (following colour coding in colour-
bars) show location of predicted values. Overlaid boxplots display main
statistics for each number of measured bands. Black rectangles encom-
pass sources in second and third quartiles. Vertical lines show the place
of sources from first and fourth quartiles. Orange lines represent me-
dian value of sample and dashed, green lines indicate their mean values.
Dashed, grey lines show PR thresholds for AGN-galaxy and radio de-
tection classifications. Close to each boxplot, written values correspond
to the number of sources considered to create each set of statistics.

bands. Thus, it is expected that our model predicts lower redshift
values for the most measured sources in the field.

In consequence, Fig. 10 allows us to understand the influ-
ence of imputation over the predictions. The most highly affected
quantity is the redshift, where large fractions of measured mag-
nitudes are needed to obtain scores that are in line with previ-
ous results (cf. Sect. 5.1.3). The AGN-galaxy and radio detec-
tion classifications show a mild influence of imputation in their
results.

5.3. Model explanations

Given the success of the models and pipeline in classifying
AGNs, their radio detectability and redshift with the provided
set of observables, knowing the relative weights that they have in
the decision-making process is of utmost relevance. In this way,
physical insight might be gained about the triggers of AGN and
radio activity and its connection to their host. Therefore, we esti-
mated both local and global feature importances for the individ-
ual models and the combined pipeline. Global importances were
retrieved using the so-called ‘decrease in impurity’ approach
(see, for example, Breiman 2001). Local importances have been
determined via Shapley values. A more detailed description of
what these importances are and how they are calculated is given
in the following sections.

Table 16. Relative importances (rescaled to add to 100) for observed
features from the three models combined between meta and base mod-
els.

AGN-galaxy (meta model: CatBoost)
Feature Importance Feature Importance Feature Importance
W1_W2 68.945 H_K 1.715 z_W2 1.026
W1_W3 4.753 y_W1 1.659 z_y 0.722
g_r 4.040 y_W2 1.513 W3_W4 0.669
r_J 4.006 i_y 1.441 W4mag 0.558
r_i 3.780 i_z 1.366 H_W3 0.408

band_num 1.842 y_J 1.187 J_H 0.371

Radio detection (meta model: GBC)
Feature Importance Feature Importance Feature Importance
W2_W3 9.609 y_W1 7.150 W4mag 4.759
y_J 8.102 g_r 7.123 K_W4 2.280
W1_W2 8.010 z_W1 7.076 J_H 1.283
g_i 7.446 r_z 6.981 H_K 1.030
K_W3 7.357 i_z 6.867 band_num 1.018
z_y 7.321 r_i 6.588

Redshift prediction (meta model: ET)
Feature Importance Feature Importance Feature Importance
y_W1 35.572 y_J 3.018 i_z 1.215
W1_W2 13.526 r_z 3.000 J_H 1.162
W2_W3 12.608 r_i 2.896 g_W3 1.000

band_number 6.358 z_y 2.827 K_W3 0.925
H_K 4.984 W4mag 2.784 K_W4 0.762
g_r 4.954 i_y 2.408

5.3.1. Global feature importances

Overall, mean or global feature importances can be retrieved
from models that are based on decision trees (e.g. random forests
and boosting models, Breiman 2001, 2003). All algorithms se-
lected in this work (RF, CatBoost, XGBoost, ET, GBR, and GBC)
belong to these two classes. For each feature, the decrease in im-
purity (a term frequently used in the literature related to machine
learning) of the dataset is calculated for all the nodes of the tree
in which that feature is used. Features with the highest impurity
decrease will be more important for the model (Louppe et al.
2013)9.

Insight into the decision-making of the pipeline can only
rely on the specific weight of the original set of features (see
Sect. 3.1). Table 16 presents the ranked combined importances
from the observables selected in each of the three sequential
models that compose the pipeline. They have been combined
using the importances from the meta learner (as shown in Ta-
ble 17) and that of base learners. The derived importances will
be dependent on the dataset used, including any imputation for
the missing data, and the details of the models (i.e. algorithms
used and stacking procedure). We first notice in Table 16 that
the order of the features is different for all three models. This
difference reinforces the need, as stated in Sect. 3, of developing
separate models for each of the prediction stages of this work
that would evaluate the best feature weights for the related clas-
sification or regression task.

For the AGN-galaxy classification model, it is very interest-
ing to note that the most important feature for the predicted prob-
ability of a source to be an AGN is the WISE colour W1 - W2
(as well as W1 - W3). This colour is indeed one of the axes of
the widely used WISE colour-colour selection, with the second
axis being the W2 - W3 colour (cf. Sect 5.1.1). The WISE W3

9 For some models not based on decision trees, feature importances
can be obtained from the coefficients delivered by the training process.
These coefficients are related to the level to which each quantity is
scaled to obtain a final prediction (as in the coefficients from a poly-
nomial regression).
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Table 17. Relative feature importances (rescaled to add to 100) for base
algorithms in each prediction step.

AGN-galaxy model (CatBoost)
Feature Importance Feature Importance
gbc 49.709 xgboost 14.046
et 19.403 rf 8.981

Remaining feature importances: 7.861

Radio detection model (GBC)
Feature Importance Feature Importance
rf 12.024 catboost 7.137
et 7.154 xgboost 6.604

Remaining importances: 67.081

Redshift prediction model (ET)
Feature Importance Feature Importance
xgboost 25.138 catboost 21.072
gbr 21.864 rf 13.709

Remaining importances: 18.217

photometry is though significantly less sensitive than W1, W2
or PS1 (see Fig. 3) and a significant number of sources will be
represented as upper limits in such plot (see Table 2). From the
importances in Table 16 and the values presented in Fig. 1 we in-
fer that using optical colours could in principle create selection
criteria with metrics equivalent to those shown in Table 15 but
for a much larger number of sources (100 000 sources for colour
plots using W3 vs 4 700 000 sources for colours based in r, i or
z magnitudes). We tested this hypothesis and derived a selection
criterion in the g - r vs W1 - W2 colour-colour plot shown in
Fig. 11 using the labelled sources in the test subset of the HET-
DEX field. The results of the application of this criterion to the
testing data and to the labelled sources in S82 is presented in the
last row of Table 15. Their limits are defined by the following
expressions:

g − r > −0.76 , (21)
g − r < 1.8 , (22)

W1 −W2 > 0.227 × (g − r) + 0.43 , (23)

where W1, W2, g, and r are Vega magnitudes. Our colour cri-
teria provides better and more homogeneous scores across the
different metrics with purity (precision) and completeness (re-
call) above 87%. Avoiding the use of the longer WISE wave-
length (W3 and W4), the criteria can be applied to a much larger
dataset.

One of the main potential uses of the pipeline is its capabil-
ity to pinpoint radio-detectable AGNs. The global features anal-
ysis for the radio detection model shows a high dependence on
the near- and mid-IR magnitudes and colours, especially those
coming from WISE. As a useful outcome similar to the AGN-
galaxy classification, we can use the most relevant features to
build useful plots for the pre-selection of these sources and get
insight into the origin of the radio emission. This is the case for
the W4 histogram, shown in Fig. 12, where sources predicted to
be radio-emitting AGNs extend to brighter measured W4 mag-
nitudes. This added mid-IR flux might be simply due to an in-
creased star formation rates (SFR) in these sources. In fact the
24µm flux is often used, together with that of Hα as a proxy
for SFR (Kennicutt et al. 2009). The radio detection for these
sources might have a strong component linked to the ongoing
SF, especially for the sources with real or predicted redshift be-
low z∼1.5. A detailed exploration of the implications that these
dependencies might have in our understanding of the triggering
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of radio emission on AGNs, whether related to SF or jets, is left
for a future publication (Carvajal et al. in preparation).

Finally, the redshift prediction model shows again that the
final estimate is mostly driven by the results of the base learn-
ers, accounting for ∼82% of the predicting power. The overall
combined importance of features shows also in this case a strong
dependence on several near-IR colours of which y - W1 and W1 -
W2 are the most relevant ones. The model still relies, to a lesser
extent, on a broad range of optical features needed to trace the
broad range of redshift possibilities (z ∈ [0, 6]).

5.3.2. Local feature importances: Shapley values

As opposed to the global (mean) assessment of feature impor-
tances derived from the decrease in impurity, local (i.e. source
by source) information on the performance of such features can
be obtained from Shapley values. This is a method from coali-
tional game theory that tells us how to fairly distribute the div-
idends (the prediction in our case) among the features (Shapley
1953). The previous statement means that the relative influence
of each property from the dataset can be derived for individual
predictions in the decision made by the model (which is not the
same as obtaining causal correlations between features and the
target; Ma & Tourani 2020). The combination of Shapley val-
ues with several other model explanation methods was used by
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Fig. 13. Decision plot from SHAP values for AGN-galaxy classification
from the 121 high redshift (z ≥ 4) spectroscopically confirmed AGNs in
HETDEX. Horizontal axis represents the model’s output with a starting
value for each source centred on the selected naive threshold for classi-
fication. Vertical axis shows features used in the model sorted, from top
to bottom, by decreasing mean absolute SHAP value. Each prediction is
represented by a coloured line corresponding to its final predicted value
as shown by the colourbar at the top. Moving from the bottom of the
plot to the top, SHAP values for each feature are added to the previous
value in order to highlight how each feature contributes to the overall
prediction. Predictions for sources detected by LOFAR are highlighted
with a dotted, dashed line.

Lundberg & Lee (2017) to create the SHapley Additive exPlana-
tions (SHAP) values. In this work, SHAP values were calculated
using the python package SHAP10 and, in particular, its module
for tree-based predictors (Lundberg et al. 2020). To speed calcu-
lations up, the package FastTreeSHAP11 (v0.1.2; Yang 2021)
was also used, which allows the user to run multi-thread compu-
tations.

One way to display these SHAP values is through the so-
called decision plots. They can show how individual predictions
are driven by the inclusion of each feature. Besides determining
the most relevant properties that help the model make a decision,
it is possible to detect sources that follow different prediction
paths which could be, eventually and upon further examination,
labelled as outliers. An example of this decision plot, linked to
the AGN-galaxy classification, is shown in Fig. 13 for a sub-
sample of the high-redshift (z ≥ 4.0) spectroscopically classified
AGNs in the HETDEX field (121 sources, regardless of them
being part of any subset involved in the training or validation
of the models). The different features used by the meta learner
are stacked on the vertical axis with increasing weight and these
final weight are summarised in Table 18. Similarly, SHAP de-
cision plots for the radio detection and redshift prediction are
presented in Figs. 14 and 15, respectively.

As it can be seen, for the three models, base learners are
amongst the features with the highest influence. This result raises
the question of what drives these individual base predictions.
Appendix F includes SHAP decision plots for all base learners
used in this work. Additionally, and to be able to compare these

10 https://github.com/slundberg/shap
11 https://github.com/linkedin/fasttreeshap
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Fig. 14. Decision plot from the SHAP values for all features from the
radio detection model in the 121 high redshift (z ≥ 4) spectroscopically
confirmed AGNs from HETDEX. Description as in Fig. 13.

results with the features importances from Sect. 5.3.1, we con-
structed Table 19, which displays the combined SHAP values of
base and meta learners but, in this case, for the same 121 high-
redshift confirmed AGNs (with 29 of them detected by LoTSS).
Table 19 shows, as Table 16, that the colour W1 - W2 is the most
important discriminator between AGNs and galaxies for this spe-
cific set of sources. The importance of the rest of the features is
mixed: similar colours are located on the top spots (e.g. g - r,
W1 - W3 or r - i).

For the radio classification step of the pipeline, we find that
features linked to those 121 high-z AGNs perform at the same
level as for the overall population. The improved metrics with
respect to those obtained from the no-skill selection do indicate
that the model has learned some connections between the data
and the radio emission. Feature importance has changed when
compared to the overall population. If the radio emission ob-
served from these sources were exclusively due to SF, this con-
nection would imply SFR of several hundred M⊙ yr−1. This ex-
planation can not be completely ruled out from the model side
but some contribution of radio emission from the AGN is ex-
pected. The detailed analysis of the exact contribution for the SF

Table 18. SHAP values (rescaled to add to 100) for base algorithms in
each prediction step for observed features using 121 spectroscopically
confirmed AGNs at high redshift values (z > 4).

AGN-galaxy model (CatBoost)
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
gbc 36.250 rf 21.835
et 30.034 xgboost 7.198

Remaining SHAP values: 4.683

Radio detection model (GBC)
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
rf 11.423 catboost 5.696

xgboost 7.741 et 5.115
Remaining SHAP values: 70.025

Redshift prediction model (ET)
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
xgboost 41.191 gbr 13.106
catboost 20.297 rf 11.648

Remaining SHAP values: 13.758
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Table 19. Combined and normalised (rescaled to add to 100) mean ab-
solute SHAP values for observed features from the three models using
121 spectroscopically confirmed AGNs at high redshift values (z ≥ 4).

AGN-galaxy model
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
W1_W2 32.458 i_y 5.086 z_y 1.591
g_r 11.583 y_W1 4.639 H_W3 1.048
W1_W3 8.816 band_num 4.050 W4mag 0.514
r_i 7.457 y_W2 3.228 H_K 0.466
i_z 6.741 z_W2 2.348 W3_W4 0.466
r_J 6.613 y_J 1.718 J_H 0.178

Radio detection model
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
g_i 14.120 z_W1 6.751 W4mag 2.691
W2_W3 13.201 r_i 5.577 band_num 2.661
g_r 12.955 r_z 5.161 K_W4 0.939
y_J 8.224 i_z 4.512 H_K 0.719
K_W3 7.441 z_y 4.121 J_H 0.190
W1_W2 6.874 y_W1 3.864

Redshift prediction model
Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value Feature SHAP value
g_r 32.594 z_y 3.557 W4mag 1.639
y_W1 20.770 y_J 3.010 g_W3 1.479
W2_W3 12.462 band_num 2.595 K_W3 0.853
W1_W2 5.692 i_y 2.381 K_W4 0.451
r_i 4.381 H_K 2.230 J_H 0.146
r_z 3.755 i_z 2.005

and AGN component will be left for a forthcoming publication
(Carvajal et al. in preparation).

6. Summary and conclusions

With the ultimate intention of better understanding the triggering
of radio emission in AGNs, in this paper, we have shown that it
is possible to build a pipeline to detect AGNs, determine their
detectability in radio, within a given flux limit, and predict their
redshift value. Most importantly, we have described a series of
methodologies to understand the driving properties of the differ-
ent decisions, in particular for the radio detection which is, to
our best knowledge, the first attempt at doing so.

We have trained the models using multi-wavelength photom-
etry from almost 120 000 spectroscopically identified infrared-
detected sources in the HETDEX field and created stacked
models with them. These models were applied, sequentially,
to 15 018 144 infrared detections in the HETDEX Spring field,
leading to the creation of 68 252 radio AGNs candidates with
their corresponding predicted redshift values. Additionally, we
applied the models to 3 568 478 infrared detections in the S82
field, obtaining 22 445 new radio AGNs candidates with their
predicted redshift values.

We then applied a number of analyses to the models to un-
derstand the influence of the observed properties over the predic-
tions and their confidence levels. In particular, the use of SHAP
values gives the opportunity to extract the influence that the fea-
ture set has for each individual prediction. From the application
of the prediction pipeline on labelled and unlabelled sources and
the analysis of the predictions and the models themselves, the
following conclusions can be drawn.

– Generalised stacking is a useful procedure which collects re-
sults from individual ML algorithms into a single model that
can outperform each of the individual models, while pre-
venting the inclusion of biases from individual algorithms.
Proper selection of models and input features, together with
detailed probability and threshold calibration, maximises the
metrics of the final model.

– Classification between AGNs and galaxies derived from our
model is in line with previous works. Our pipeline is able to
retrieve a high fraction of previously classified AGNs from
HETDEX (recall = 0.9621, precision = 0.9449) and from
the S82 field (recall = 0.9401, precision = 0.9481).

– Radio detection classification for predicted AGNs has proven
to be highly demanding in terms of the data needed for
creating the models. Thanks to the use of the techniques
shown in this article (i.e. feature creation and selection, gen-
eralised stacking, probability calibration, and threshold opti-
misation), we were able to retrieve previously known radio-
detectable AGNs in the HETDEX field (recall = 0.5216,
precision = 0.3528) and in the S82 field (recall = 0.5816,
precision = 0.1229). These rates improve significantly upon
a purely random selection (4 times better for the HETDEX
field and 13 times better for S82), showing the power of ML
methods for obtaining new RG candidates.

– The prediction of redshift values for sources classified as
radio-detectable AGNs can deliver results that are in line
with works that use either traditional or ML methods. The
good quality of these predictions is achieved despite the fact
of them being produced after two previous ML steps (the two
classifications of the pipeline), which might introduce large
uncertainties to their values.

– Our models (classification and regression) can be applied to
areas of the sky that have different radio coverage from that
used for training without a strong degradation of the predic-
tion results. This feature can lead to the use of our pipeline
over very distinct datasets (in radio and multi-wavelength
coverage) expecting to recover the sources predicted to be
radio-detectable AGNs with a high probability.

– Machine-learning models cannot be only used for a direct
prediction of a value (or a set of values). They can also be
subject to analyses that allow additional results to be ex-
tracted. We took advantage of this fact by using global and
local feature importances to derive novel colour-colour AGN
selection methods.
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The next generation of observatories is already producing
source catalogues with an order of magnitude better sensitiv-
ity over large areas of the sky than was previously the case.
Some examples of these catalogues and surveys include the
Rapid ASKAP Continuum Survey (RACS; McConnell et al.
2020), EMU (Norris et al. 2011), and the MeerKAT International
GHz Tiered Extragalactic Exploration (MIGHTEE; Jarvis et al.
2016). With the increased number of radio detections, the need
to understand the fraction of those detections related to AGNs
and to determine counterparts across wavelengths is more nec-
essary than ever.

Although we developed the pipeline as a tool to better under-
stand the aforementioned issues, we foresee additional possibil-
ities in which the pipeline can be of great use. The first possibil-
ity involves the use of the pipeline to assist with the selection of
radio-detectable AGNs within any set of observations. This ap-
plication might turn out to be particularly valuable in recent sur-
veys carried out with MeerKAT (Jonas & MeerKAT Team 2016)
or the future SKA where the population at the faintest sources
will be dominated by star-forming galaxies. This change needs
to use the corresponding data in the training set.

Future developments of the pipeline will concentrate on min-
imising the existent biases in the training sample as well as in
increasing the coverage of the parameter space. We also plan to
generalise the pipeline to make it useful for non-radio or galaxy-
related research communities. These developments include, for
instance, the capability to carry the full analysis for the galactic
and stellar populations (i.e. models to determine if a galaxy can
be detected in the radio and to predict redshift values for galaxies
and non-radio AGNs).

In order to increase the parameter space of our training sets,
we plan to include information from radio surveys with different
properties in terms of covered area and multi-wavelength cov-
erage. In particular, we aim to include far-IR, X-ray, and multi-
survey radio measurements from larger areas. The inclusion of a
larger, and possibly deeper, set of measurements makes part of
our goal to improve detections, not only in radio, but in addi-
tional wavelengths.
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Table A.1. Names of columns or features used in the code and what
they represent.

Photometry measurements (magnitudes and fluxes)
Code name Feature Code name Feature Code name Feature
gmag g (PS1) ymag y (PS1) W1mproPM W1 (CW)
rmag r (PS1) Jmag J (2M) W1mproPM W2 (CW)
imag i (PS1) Hmag H (2M) W3mag W3 (AW)
zmag z (PS1) Kmag Ks (2M) W4mag W4 (AW)

Colours
66 colours from all combinations of non-radio magnitudes.

A sub-sample of them is shown.
g_r g - r (PS1) . . . . . . W2_W3 W2 (CW) - W3 (AW)
g_i g - i (PS1) . . . . . . W2_W4 W2 (CW) - W4 (AW)
g_z g - z (PS1) . . . . . . W3_W4 W3 - W4 (AW)

Categorical flags
Code name Feature

band_num
Number of bands

with measurements

Boolean flags
Code name Feature Code name Feature
class AGN or galaxyradio_detect Detection in, at least, one radio band.

Redshift
Code name Feature

Z Spectroscopic redshift

Outputs of base models
Code name Feature Code name Feature Code name Feature
XGBoost XGBoost ET Extra Trees

GBR
Gradient Boosting

CatBoost CatBoost
GBC

Gradient Boosting Regressor
RF Random Forest Classifier

Table B.1. Density of detected sources (in units of sources per square
degree) per band and field.

HETDEX field
Band Density Band Density Band Density Band Density

(deg−2) (deg−2) (deg−2) (deg−2)
g 6 380.66 z 10 331.93 H 1 335.55 W2 35 700.18
r 9 304.58 y 6 735.97 Ks 1 335.55 W3 14 045.08
i 11 242.35 J 1 335.55 W1 35 700.18 W4 14 044.78

S82 field
Band Density Band Density Band Density Band Density

(deg−2) (deg−2) (deg−2) (deg−2)
g 8 249.04 z 13 214.70 H 2 330.92 W2 39 025.05
r 12 962.35 y 9 226.45 Ks 2 330.92 W3 15 393.12
i 14 507.01 J 2 330.92 W1 39 025.01 W4 15 472.75

Appendix A: Column names in this study

Table A.1 presents the names (and what they represent) of the
features, used in throughout this work. This information can be
read in combination with the columns presented in Appendix G.

Appendix B: Non-imputed magnitudes

The number of valid measurements in Fig. 1 for each field and
band can be used to determine the relative difference of density
of sources between both fields. This density can be obtained by
dividing the number of valid measurements over the effective
area of each field (Sect. 2). Table B.1 shows these densities.

Appendix C: From scores to probabilities

In general, classifiers deliver scores in the range [0, 1], which
could be associated to the probability of a studied source being
part of the relevant class (in our work, AGN or radio detectable).
The classifier uses a threshold above which, any predicted ele-
ment would be considered a positive instance.

With the exception of few algorithms (including the family
of logistic regressions), scores from classifiers cannot be directly
used as probabilities. As a consequence of this inability, such
values cannot be compared from one type of model to some other
and can not be combined to obtain a joint score. Therefore, in or-
der to retrieve joint scores and treat them as probabilities, scores
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Fig. C.1. Reliability curves for uncalibrated classifiers. Each line rep-
resents the calibration curve for each subset in HETDEX field. Data
has been binned and each bin (represented by the points) has the same
number of elements per curve. Dashed line represents a perfectly cali-
brated model. (a) AGN-galaxy classification model. (b) Radio detection
model.
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(b) Radio detection
Fig. C.2. Reliability curves for calibrated classifiers. (a) AGN-galaxy
classification model. (b) Radio detection model. Details as in Fig. C.1.

(and, by extension, the classifiers) need to be calibrated. This
calibration means that, when taking all predictions with a proba-
bility P of being of a class, a fraction P of them really belong to
that class (e.g. Lichtenstein et al. 1982; Silva Filho et al. 2023).

Calibration of these scores can be done by applying a trans-
formation to their values. For our work, we will apply a Beta
transformation. It allows one to re-distribute the scores of a clas-
sifier allowing them to get closer to the definition of probabil-
ity (Kull et al. 2017a,b). Calibration steps in our workflow have
been applied using the Python package betacal. In the case of
the radio detection model, the new scores have a wider range
than the original, uncalibrated scores.

When obtaining the BSS values for both classification, the
AGN-galaxy classifier has a score of BSS = −0.002, demon-
strating that no major changes were applied to the distribu-
tion of scores. For the radio detection classifier, the score is
BSS = −0.434. Even though the BSS value is slightly negative
for the AGN-galaxy classifier, we keep it since its range of val-
ues now can be compared and combined with additional prob-
abilities. In the case of the radio detection classifier, the BSS
shows a degradation of the calibration, but we will keep the cali-
brated model given that it provides, overall, better values for the
remaining metrics. This effect can be seen, more strongly, with
recall.

Calibration (or reliability) plots show how well calibrated the
predicted scores of a classifier are by displaying the fraction of
sources that are part of a given class as a function of the pre-
dicted probability. A perfectly calibrated classifier would have
all its prediction lying in the x=y line. The magnitude of the de-
viations from that line give information of the miscalibration a
model has (see, for instance, Bröcker & Smith 2007; Van Cal-
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Table D.1. Values of Hyperparameters for meta learners after tuning.

AGN-galaxy model (CatBoost)
Parameter Value Parameter Value

learning_rate 0.0075 random_strength 0.1
depth 6 l2_leaf_reg 10

Radio detection model (GradientBoosting)
Parameter Value Parameter Value

n_estimators 187 min_samples_leaf 2
learning_rate 0.0560 max_depth 9
subsample 0.3387 max_features 0.5248

min_samples_split 5

Redshift prediction model (ET)
Parameter Value Parameter Value

n_estimators 100 criterion mae
max_depth None min_samples_split 2
max_features auto min_samples_leaf 1
bootstrap False

Notes. This table shows the parameters which were subject to tuning.
Remaining hyperparameters used their default values as defined by their
developers.
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Fig. E.1. Precision-recall curves for the (a) AGN-galaxy and (b) radio
detection classification models.

ster et al. 2019). In Fig. C.1, we present the reliability curves for
the uncalibrated classifiers and, in Fig. C.2, for their calibrated
versions.

Appendix D: Meta learners hyperparameters

In Table D.1, we present the optimised hyperparameters from
our meta learners. For all three instances of modelling (AGN-
galaxy, radio detection, and redshift), hyperparameters were op-
timised using the SkoptSearch algorithm embedded in the
package tune-sklearn20 (v0.4.1; Head et al. 2021), which
implements a Bayesian search in the hyperparameter space.

Appendix E: PR curve threshold optimisation

By maximising the recall (Eq. 4), we improve the number of
recovered elements in each classifier. This can be done by de-
creasing the threshold by which a source is classified as a posi-
tive instances. Setting this threshold to its minimum, 0.0, would
increase the recall. But every source would be predicted to be an
AGN or detected on the radio regardless of their properties.

One statistical tool designed to optimise the classification
threshold taking into account the overall model performance is
the PR curve. It can help to understand the behaviour of a clas-
sifier as a function of its threshold. Both quantities, precision
(Eq. 5) and recall, show an inverse correlation, and both depend
on the selected threshold. Thus, they can be used to retrieve the
20 https://github.com/ray-project/tune-sklearn
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Fig. F.1. SHAP decision plots for base AGN-galaxy algorithms. Details
as described in Figs. 13. Starting point of predictions is the naive classi-
fication threshold. From left to right and from top to bottom, each panel
shows the results from XGBoost, RF, ET, and GBC.

score value for which both quantities are balanced. This opti-
misation is done by finding the threshold that maximises the
Fβ score (Eq. 2). This operation is performed over the union of
training and validation sets, which have been used to create and
train each model. PR curves for all subsets used in our classifi-
cation models are shown in Fig. E.1.

Appendix F: SHAP values for base models

Figures F.1, F.3, and F.2 show the decision plots for each
base learners used in the prediction models of our pipeline
(Sect. 5.3.2). For the classification algorithms, the starting point
of their predictions corresponds to the naive threshold (0.5) since
no threshold optimisation was applied to them and only the
scores are included in the stacking step, not the final probabil-
ities. In the case of the redshift predictors, decision plots start at
the value z=0, as presented for the meta learner.

Appendix G: Prediction results for radio AGNs

The columns shown in the prediction results for sources in both
HETDEX and S82 fields are described as follows. Tables with
prediction results and models in pipeline can be retrieved from
https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.10220008.

– ID: Internal identification number.
– RA_ICRS: Right Ascension (in degrees) of source in CW.
– DE_ICRS: Declination (in degrees) of source in CW.
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Fig. F.2. SHAP decision plots from base radio algorithms. Details as
Figs. 13 and F.1. Each panel with results for XGBoost, CatBoost, RF,
and ET.

– Name: Name of the source as it appears in the CW catalogue.
– band_num: Number of non-radio bands with a valid mea-

surement per source (cf. Sect. 2.2).
– class: 1 if a source is a confirmed AGN by the MQC. 0 if

it has been spectroscopically confirmed as a galaxy in SDSS
DR16. Sources with no value do not have a spectroscopic
classification in this catalogue.

– Sint_LOFAR (or Fint_VLAS82): Imputed integrated flux (in
mJy) of source from LOFAR or VLAS82.

– Sint_LOFAR_non_imp (or Fint_VLAS82_non_imp): Non-
imputed integrated flux (in mJy) of source from LOFAR or
VLAS82.

– W1mproPM: Imputed W1 magnitude of source.
– W2mproPM: Imputed W2 magnitude of source.
– gmag: Imputed g magnitude of source.
– rmag: Imputed r magnitude of source.
– imag: Imputed i magnitude of source.
– zmag: Imputed z magnitude of source.
– ymag: Imputed y magnitude of source.
– W3mag: Imputed W3 magnitude of source.
– W4mag: Imputed W4 magnitude of source.
– Jmag: Imputed J magnitude of source.
– Hmag: Imputed H magnitude of source.
– Kmag: Imputed Ks magnitude of source.
– Score_AGN: Score from the meta AGN-galaxy classifier for

a prediction to be an AGN.
– Prob_AGN: Probability from the calibrated meta AGN-

galaxy classifier for a prediction to be an AGN.
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Fig. F.3. SHAP decision plots from base z algorithms. Details as in
Fig 13. Each panel shows results for ET, CatBoost, XGBoost, and GBR.

– LOFAR_detect: 1 if a source has been detected on the
LoTSS survey or in their analogue surveys for fields different
to HETDEX (see Sect. 2.1). 0 otherwise.

– Score_radio_AGN: Score from the meta radio detection
model for a prediction to be detected in the radio.

– Prob_radio_AGN: Probability, from the calibrated radio de-
tection model for a prediction to be detected in the radio.

– radio_AGN: class × LOFAR_detect. 1 if a source is an
AGN and has been detected in the radio. 0 otherwise.

– Score_rAGN: Score_AGN × Score_radio. Score of a
source for it to be an AGN detected in the radio.

– Prob_rAGN: Prob_AGN × Prob_radio. Probability of a
source for it to be an AGN detected in the radio.

– Z: Spectroscopic redshift as listed by the MQC (if available).
– pred_Z: Redshift value predicted by our model.
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