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As the sensitivity of the international gravitational wave detector network increases, observing
binary neutron star signals will become more common. Moreover, since these signals will be louder,
the chances of detecting them before their mergers increase. However, this requires an efficient
framework. In this work, we present a machine-learning-based framework capable of detecting and
analyzing binary neutron star mergers during their inspiral. Using a residual network to summarize
the strain data, we use its output as input to a classifier giving the probability of having a signal
in the data, and to a normalizing-flow network to perform neural posterior estimation. We train a
network for several maximum frequencies reached by the signal to improve the estimate over time.
Our framework shows good results both for detection and characterization, with improved parameter
estimation as we get closer to the merger time. Thus, we can effectively evolve the precision of the
sky location as the merger draws closer. Such a setup would be important for future multi-messenger
searches where one would like to have the most precise information possible, as early as possible.

I. INTRODUCTION

On the 17th of August 2017, the first binary
neutron star (BNS) gravitational wave (GW) signal
(GW170817) [1] was detected by the LIGO [2] and
Virgo [3] detectors. About two seconds later, a gamma-
ray burst [4] was observed by the Fermi Gamma-Ray
Burst Monitor [5] and the INTEGRAL satellite [6]. How-
ever, this was found in an archival search since the LIGO-
Virgo collaboration published an estimated sky location
only several hours after detection. Based on this, multi-
ple telescopes performed electromagnetic (EM) follow-
up studies. This detection opened up the new field
of multi-messenger astronomy (MMA), which combines
observations of high-energy neutrinos, ultra-high-energy
cosmic rays, gamma rays, EM channels, and GW data [7].
Among other things, GW170817 provided us with an in-
dependent measurement of the Hubble constant [8], con-
straints on the neutron star equation of state [9], and a
comparison between the speed of light and gravity [4].

While GW170817 already provided a plethora of dis-
coveries, we could do better by observing other phases
of the signal in the EM band. If we can detect and lo-
cate BNS signals before the merger, we could observe the
EM emission during the inspiral and merger phases. This
can be useful in several ways; for example, to study the
pre-merger magnetospheric interactions between neutron
stars [10], further investigation of the r-process, which
is the production mechanism for the heavy elements in
the Universe [11], and examining X-ray emissions at the
merger to determine its final state [12].

With upcoming detector upgrades [13], KAGRA [14]
joining the global network, and the construction of next-

generation detectors like Cosmic Explorer [15] and Ein-
stein Telescope [16, 17], the detector network’s sensitiv-
ity will increase significantly. Consequently, BNS signals
will be detected more often and will be louder [14, 18, 19].
Moreover, for the detectors with a lower frequency reach,
the BNS signals would also stay in band for longer,
ranging from tens of minutes for A#-like detectors [13],
to hours for third-generationd detectors [15–17]. These
combined effects will strongly increase the opportunities
for pre-merger sky localization in the future.

Several studies have demonstrated the ability to pro-
vide early alerts for BNS inspirals using the LIGO and
Virgo detectors; some rely on more classical matched
filtering-based methods [20–22] while others use convolu-
tional neural networks to produce triggers [23–25]. These
studies can provide early alert triggers up to several min-
utes before the merger, allowing for follow-up investiga-
tions to estimate the sky location before the merger. The
latter requires a follow-up with a(n approximate) param-
eter estimation framework.

The most significant hurdle in pre-merger sky local-
ization is ensuring that all necessary steps are com-
pleted swiftly. Conventional parameter estimation meth-
ods typically rely on Bayesian inference methods such
as Markov Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) [26] and nested
sampling [27, 28]. While these methods converge to the
optimal posteriors given enough time, their computa-
tional cost makes them unsuitable for pre-merger sky lo-
calization. There are alternative methods capable of pro-
ducing sky maps rapidly. First, there is bayestar [29],
which relies on matched-filtering outputs and uses the
Fisher matrix formalism to produce sky maps within sec-
onds. This is nominally used for complete signals but
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can also be adapted to produce sky maps when only the
early inspiral of the signal is observed [20]. The second
framework is GWSkyLocator [30], a machine-learning
(ML) method that maps the time series of the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) of the best-matched template and its
corresponding intrinsic parameters to a sky map. While
efficient, these methods rely on the output of matched
filtering pipelines to generate the sky map. However,
the template bank used is discrete and the best match-
ing template can be off in real noise. Additionally, these
methods only provide a point estimate value of the intrin-
sic parameters, not accounting for the potentially large
uncertainty in the early phase of the signal. Finally, ex-
tra latency originates from the need to combine multiple
pipelines.

In recent years, ML-based methods have gained in-
creased prominence in GW science, seeing use in glitch
classification, glitch cancellation, denoising, and binary
black hole (BBH) signal detection [31, 32]. In parameter
estimation, multiple studies have used NF-based neural
networks [33–39] to do neural posterior estimation (NPE)
due to their speed compared to classical methods while
arguably being equally accurate [35]. Besides traditional
parameter estimation [33–35], they have been used to
tackle the problem of overlapping signals [36], approxi-
mating proposal distribution in nested sampling [40], or
enhancing MCMC [41, 42].

In this work, we propose an ML framework capable of
detecting and localizing inspiraling BNS mergers without
the need for matched filtering. We start by summariz-
ing the strain data with a context network. Its output is
then passed to a multi-layer perception (MLP) to deter-
mine whether a signal is present in the data or not. If
a signal is detected, the output of the context network
is passed to an NF-based network to perform parameter
estimation, which provides estimations for the sky map,
the masses, the luminosity distance, and the inclination.
These parameters are chosen as they are the most im-
portant to determine whether an EM counterpart could
be detected1. So, our system is completely independent
of other traditional approaches reducing the latency re-
lated to inter-pipeline communication. Moreover, since it
is ML-based, the bulk of the computational cost is moved
up front and detection and characterization can be done
in about a second.

This paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II we intro-
duce the main quantities used to characterize the signals
in this work. The ML algorithms and the setup used to
do detection and inference are detailed in Sec. III. We
detail the results for detection, inference, and the entire
framework in Secs. IV, V, and VI, respectively. Finally,
in Sec. VII, we summarize our findings and suggest future
work directions.

1 In the future, additional parameters can easily be detected.
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FIG. 1. Frequency evolution of a CBC signal with Mc =
1.8M⊙ as described in Eq. (2), corresponding to the evolution
at lowest frequency. t = 0 corresponds to the time at which
the approximation breaks down.

II. CHARACTERISTICS OF BINARY
NEUTRON STAR SIGNALS

For pre-merger detection and characterization, we fo-
cus on BNS signals since those are the ones we most ex-
pect to produce an EM counterpart2. Such signals, with
low component masses, stay in band for a long time, from
several minutes in current detectors to hours in next-
generation ones. At the lowest order in velocity, the time
taken by the signal to go from a frequency fmin to a
frequency fmax is:

τ ≃ 2.18

(
1.21M⊙

Mc

)[(
100Hz

fmin

)8/3

−
(
100Hz

fmax

)8/3]
s,

(1)
where Mc is the chirp mass of the signal. Since BNSs
have a low chirp mass, they take more time to go from one
frequency to another. Moreover, inverting this equation,
one can also obtain the frequency evolution with time:

f(t) =
1

π

(
GMc

c2

)−5/8(
5

251

1

tc − t

)
Hz, (2)

where tc is the time of coalescence, roughly correspond-
ing to the time when the two signals merge; again, this
shows that low masses evolve slower but also that the
time required to go from a frequency f to a frequency
f + ∆f is larger for lower frequencies, translating the
“chirping” nature of CBC signals. This non-linear time
and frequency behavior is illustrated in Fig. 1.

2 Neutron star black hole mergers could also give an EM counter-
part, depending on the model, but tend to be shorter, leaving
less time for pre-merger detection. Nevertheless, the method de-
veloped in this work is easily adaptable to such signals.
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Here, we work with data in the frequency domain, i.e.
we give the sky maps and event characteristics for a given
maximum signal frequency. As can be seen from Eqs. (1)
and (2), the time left before the merger will be different
depending on the mass of the system, with more time left
for lower mass signals. We chose to represent the data
in the frequency domain because it enables us to have a
fixed data array to pass to our neural network. Indeed,
when collecting data, the strain is in the time domain and
we take a Fourier transform before doing the analysis.
Therefore, if the signal is in band up to a certain time, it
is the same as having it up to a certain frequency in this
other representation and only noise at higher frequencies.
So, the frequency representation enables us to keep a
fixed frequency representation while accommodating all
the cases we want to analyze, solving the potential issue
of data with varying sizes. This could ease the process
of moving to the use of a single network dealing with
all possible maximum frequencies, though this is left for
future work.

Another important quantity for training neural net-
works is the loudness of the signal since louder signals are
easier to detect and characterize. Generally, the loudness
of a signal is described by its SNR (ρ), defined as

ρ =

(
4ℜ

(∫ fmax

fmin

d̃(f)h̃∗(f)

Sn(f)

))1/2

, (3)

where d is the data, h the waveform for which we do the
calculation, tilde means the Fourier transform, ∗ is the
complex conjugate, and Sn(f) is the noise power-spectral
density (PSD). Eq. (3) is the loudness in a given detector.
When facing a network of detectors, the loudness of the
signal is given by the network SNR

ρnet =

Ndet∑
i=1

ρ2i , (4)

where Ndet is the number of detectors in the network,
and ρi is the SNR in detector i, calculated according to
Eq. (3).

For training the model, it is beneficial to characterize
the power of a signal without needing to inject it into
noise, which is particularly useful when generating large
numbers of signals. Therefore, we characterize signals
using the optimal SNR (ρopt), corresponding to the tem-
plate matched with itself:

ρopt =

(
4ℜ

(∫ fmax

fmin

h̃(f)h̃∗(f)

Sn(f)

))1/2

. (5)

In essence, this means neglecting the noise effects on the
SNR. Again, this optimal SNR can be used to compute
a network optimal SNR as done in Eq. (4).

Looking at Eqs. (3) and (5), we see that they go from
fmin to fmax, which would typically correspond to the
lowest sensitive frequency of the detector to the max-
imum frequency reached by the signal, roughly corre-
sponding to the innermost circular stable orbit. However,

in this work, we do not look at the full signal but only
a part of it. Therefore, we use the partial inspiral SNR
(PISNR) defined in Refs. [23, 25]. Essentially, it is de-
fined the same way as the SNRs above (Eqs. (3) and (5))
except the maximum frequency is fcut, corresponding to
the maximum frequency the inspiral reaches when we are
a given time before the merger. In our case, we chose this
cut when injecting the signal and training the network to
recover the event’s characteristics.

III. ANALYSIS SETUP

In this section, we present the various important com-
ponents of this work. We first present our context net-
work. Then, give a brief explanation of our detection and
neural posterior estimation (NPE) algorithms. Finally,
we explain which signals are considered in this work.

A. Context Network

Before detecting or characterizing the events, it is im-
portant to convert the data from the detector output
into a format that is easily interpretable by the network.
This is typically done by a context (or embedding) net-
work. Here, it takes as input the detector strain for each
detector in the network—the two LIGO and the Virgo
detectors at design sensitivity [43, 44]—projected onto
an SVD basis [45] and converts them into context to-
kens which can be passed to other neural components.
We pass the strain data in the frequency domain, with
a fixed frequency range of 20 to 256 Hz. This approach
maintains a fixed input size while allowing us to vary the
time before the merger. The latter is done by having
a certain maximum frequency reached by the signal, as
explained above. Our context network is a residual net-
work [46] composed of an initial dense layer, 5 residual
blocks, and a final dense layer. In this work, we consider
signals reaching a maximum value of 40, 70, or 100 Hz.
For those, we use 500, 850, and 950 kernels in the SVD
decomposition, respectively. By projecting the input to
a lower dimensional space, while retaining the signal’s
information content, the SNR per input dimension in-
creases making it easier for the context network to extract
useful patterns from the input. The residual function of
each residual block is formed by a multi-layer perception
(MLP). The final dense layer compresses the output of
the last residual block down to a 256-dimensional vector.
This vector will then be passed to the subsequent neural
networks used for detection or parameter estimation.

To ensure this network outputs useful information for
the next problem, it is trained at the same time as the
NPE network. One could also choose to do it during the
detection process. However, we decided to do the former
because parameter estimation requires more information
than detection, meaning it is likely that if we can infer
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parameters based on the output, we can also detect sig-
nals.

B. Detection Network

The next step is to assess whether a signal is present
in the data. Therefore, we pass the context tokens to the
detection network. The latter is an MLP trained to clas-
sify the input data as either signal or noise. Because it
uses the output from our context network, this network
does not need to learn the feature extraction and can
focus on the detection problem. The MLP has two hid-
den layers, each with 512 units, and uses the ReLU [47]
activation function. The MLP has a single output node
returning a value between 0 and 1, corresponding to the
probability of having a signal in the data. Our loss func-
tion is binary cross-entropy. To optimize the network, we
use the Adam optimizer [48] with the learning rate set to
0.001. With these settings, the network converges within
5 epochs.

For the training, we use two datasets: one containing
the output of our trained context network when a GW
signal is present in the data, and one where the analyzed
data contains only noise. Both are split evenly, with each
comprising 50% of the 2.000.000 total samples. The data
is generated the same way as for the NPE training (see
Sec. III D), ensuring consistency in the types of signals
the models have been exposed to during training. Af-
ter training, the MLP’s performance is evaluated on a
separate test set, also balanced between signal and noise.

Later, to assess our network’s capabilities, we look at
the true alarm probability (TAP) for a fixed PISNR and a
fixed false-alarm probability (FAP). The TAP is the num-
ber of signals classified as signals divided by the number
of datasets actually containing a GW. The FAP is the
number of noise instances classified as a signal by the
network divided by the total number of samples contain-
ing only noise.

C. Neural Posterior Estimation

Our last objective is to infer the posterior distribution
p(θ|dobs), with θ = {Mc, q, θ, ϕ, dL, θJN} corresponding
to the chirp mass, mass ratio, sky angles, luminosity dis-
tance and inclination, respectively for an observed data
dobs containing an inspiraling BNS signal. Conventional
methods, such as MCMC or nested sampling, require mil-
lions of (sequential) simulations and likelihood evalua-
tions to construct accurate posterior distributions. Un-
der normal circumstances this takes hours [26, 28, 49],
effectively removing the traditional methods as potential
solutions for pre-merger characterization of BNS signals.
Modern ML approaches, fueled by advancements in algo-
rithms and the increasing computational power present in
GPUs, represent an interesting alternative. Indeed, var-
ious ML models to do parameter inference for full GW

signals exist [33–36, 38]. Among these models, NPE can
estimate the posterior distribution accurately and within
seconds [34–36].

NPE learns a mapping from given data dsim to approx-
imate posterior distribution qϕ(θ|dsim). The mapping is
learned by a neural network with parameters ϕ, which
takes as input dsim and outputs the expected posterior
distributions. To find the best-fit parameters ϕ̂ for our
model, we optimize our framework using Maximum Like-
lihood Estimation (MLE), corresponding to the following
loss:

L = −
n∑

i=1

log qϕ(θ
i
true|disim), (6)

where n is the number of data points, θitrue are the values
used to generate the simulated observation disim. Using
a gradient-based optimizer and MLE we can change ϕ
such that qϕ(θ|dobs) resembles p(θ|dobs). Given a suffi-
ciently expressive qϕ(θ|dobs), in the limit of infinite data,
qϕ(θ|dobs) should fit the actual posterior perfectly [50].

Any density estimator that can return a likelihood is
suitable to model qϕ(θ|dobs), the most prominent exam-
ples of such estimators are NFs [51] and mixture density
networks [52]. Due to their expressivity and ease of use,
we use NFs in our setup. These transform a simple base
distribution, like a Gaussian, into a complex target distri-
bution using a sequence of invertible, differentiable func-
tions. Using the change-of-variable rule, one can express
the log-likelihood of samples:

log q(θ) = log p(z0)−
K∑
i=0

log |det Jfi(zi)| (7)

where p(z0) is our base distribution. We take fi to be
the ith invertible, differentiable function in the sequence
of transformations, with zi+1 = fi(zi) and θ = zK+1.
Jfi(zi) is the Jacobian corresponding to the ith function.
By using coupling-layers [53], the computational load of
the log determinant of the Jacobian is manageable while
preserving the ability to model complex distributions.

For our purpose, the NPE takes in the output from the
context network and uses it to produce conditioned poste-
riors. The NF model uses a truncated normal as its base
distribution and uses four coupling layers to transform
the base distribution into the target distribution. Each
flow layer applies a 64-order Bernstein polynomial [54]
as the transformation function, providing high expressiv-
ity and robustness. The coefficients for these Bernstein
polynomials are generated by a single-layer MLP. To find
the optimal neural network weights we use the Adam op-
timizer [48] with its learning rate set to 0.0001. It takes
between four and five days to fully train a network, using
an Nvidia A100-PCIE-40GB GPU. Multiple runs were
conducted to find the optimal set of hyperparameters.
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FIG. 2. Fraction of the total SNR contained in the PISNR
as a function of the maximum frequency of the signal. We
train the networks at 100 Hz, 70 Hz, 50 Hz and 40 Hz cut
frequencies.

D. Data Generation

As mentioned previously, we consider a detector net-
work made of the two LIGO detectors, and the Virgo
interferometer at design sensitivity [43, 44]. We generate
data with a fixed frequency range (20 to 256 Hz) con-
taining a GW with a variable maximum frequency (40,
70, or 100 Hz), typically corresponding to a given time
before the merger but also a given fraction of the SNR
of the entire signal, as represented in Fig. 2. As can be
seen from Eq. (2), the evolution depends on the mass
of the signal. Therefore, this design choice means that
we do not fix the time before the merger at which we
characterize the signal. However, based on the inferred
characteristics, it is possible to assess the duration left
quickly using Eq. (1).

We inject our signals using the IMRPhe-
nomD_NRTidalv2 waveform [55] as coded in the
Ripple package [56], relying on JAX [57]. A summary
of the distributions used to generate the events is given
in Table I. We take a uniform distribution in chirp
mass with masses ranging from 1.13M⊙ to 2.61M⊙.
The distribution for the mass ratio (q = m2/m1) is
also uniform, ranging from 0.25 to 1. For the distance,
we do not select it from an astrophysical distribution
but rather select the PISNR of the signal from a beta
distribution ranging from 5 to 50, with a temperature of
10 and a peak of 15. This ensures the signals are loud
enough to be detected by the main searches, whether
done classically or with ML studies [20, 23, 25]. Note,
however, that we do not put any constraint on the
individual (PI)SNR in each detector, contrary to what

Parameter Distribution
Chirp mass Mc Uniform (1.13, 2.61)

Mass ratio q Uniform (0.25, 1.0)
Spin amplitudes Uniform (0.0, 0.5)

Inclination angle θJN Uniform (0, π)
PISNR Scaled Beta (5,50)

TABLE I. Table showing the main distributions used to gen-
erate the signals. The beta distribution has a temperature of
10 and a peak of 15. The beta distribution is scaled to have a
minimum of 5 and a maximum of 50. The other parameters
are samples from their usual prior distributions.

has been done in previous approaches [20, 30]. The
other parameters are sampled from their usual prior
distributions. With these parameters and the chosen
frequency range, our system can provide sky maps up
to one minute before the merger for current detectors.
This can naturally be improved as interferometers grow
more sensitive in the low-frequency regime.

During the training of the context and NPE networks,
we generate batches of 1000 signals to train the network.
Each epoch contains 9 training batches and 1 valida-
tion batch. We train the network for about 4000 epochs.
To improve the network’s sensitivity, we use curriculum
learning on the PISNR. The general idea behind it is to
start the training with easier signals, corresponding to
louder signals, and ramp up the difficulty over time, go-
ing to lower PISNR signals. Therefore, we change the
PISNR distribution from a beta distribution with a tem-
perature of 35 and a peak of 40 to the desired tempera-
ture of 10 and a peak of 15. The maximum and minimum
of the beta distribution stay at 5 and 50 throughout the
process.

IV. DETECTION CAPABILITIES

In this section, we discuss the results regarding our de-
tection algorithm and the experiments done to assess our
detection capabilities. To do so, we make a data set of
signals distributed with various PISNRs in the range of
5 to 50 and see how many are detected and how many
are missed as a function of the PISNR. We represent
the result in Fig. 3 with a fixed FAP of 1%. The TAP
dependency is close for all the frequency cuts as a func-
tion of the PISNR. This is somewhat similar to what was
observed in Ref. [25] for the highest frequencies consid-
ered by the authors. We also note that we see a slight
improvement for the lowest frequency. This is a conse-
quence of the use of the SVD decomposition and a fixed
PISNR. Indeed, for a lower maximum frequency, the am-
plitude of the signal compared to the noise is increased to
keep the same loudness. Therefore, the information per
frequency bin is increased. This also means that there
is more information per SVD kernel. We expect this to
be the cause of the difference. Still, this does not mean
more events would be detected at lower frequencies be-



6

5 15 25 35 45
PISNR

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

TA
P

40 Hz
70 Hz
100 Hz

FIG. 3. True alarm probability as a function of the PISNR for
the 40, 70, and 100 Hz cut frequency for a fixed false-alarm
probability of 1%. We see that the PISNR curve is about the
same for all the maximum frequencies. It is slightly better
for the 40 Hz case, which we expect is due to shorter signals
leading to fewer SVD components and increasing the informa-
tion content per SVD kernel. Still, these results translate to
a better detection for higher frequencies in practice since the
SNR accumulates as more of the signal enters the detector.

cause, for a realistic observation, there is also an SNR
accumulation effect, meaning the same signal at 100 Hz
is always louder than it is at 40 Hz. This can also be seen
in Fig. 2. So, it is the most likely one detects signals with
higher frequency cut-offs. Assessing the difference in ef-
ficiency between our detection algorithm and the ones
already present in the literature [20, 23–25] is not easy
since all of these works use different setups, i.e. they
have different PSDs but also different cut frequencies.
One main observation is that our results may look quite
optimistic compared to others but we also use higher cut
frequencies compared to others. More efforts to go to
low frequencies would be needed to do a fair comparison
and to have more latency. However, here, we decided
not to go too low in frequency to ensure we could have
reasonable sky maps even for the lower cut frequency,
hence keeping enough information content in the signals.
Exploring lower frequencies is left for future work.

It has also been shown in past work that a high
FAP can lead to many triggers if run on a realistic
search [23, 25]. Therefore, it is also interesting to inves-
tigate the evolution of the TAP as we change the FAP.
For a given network—here taken as the one with a 40
Hz maximum frequency though the results are equiva-
lent in all cases—, we look at the evolution of the TAP
curve for different FAPs. The results are shown in Fig. 4.
While there is a decrease in the detection efficiency it
is not extreme either. In particular, the change comes
mostly in the region where the TAP evolves, leading to a
slight reduction for SNRs below 20. Above that, events

5 15 25 35 45
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0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
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P

0.1%
0.5%
1.0%
2.0%

FIG. 4. True alarm probability as a function of the PISNR for
different false-alarm probabilities for the network trained with
a 40 Hz maximum frequency. While a decrease in performance
is seen, it is not dramatic either, meaning we could reduce the
number of spurious triggers without losing too many detection
capabilities.

are always detected for all the FAP tested. Still, this
corresponds to signals with extremely high SNRs.3 So,
improving detection efficiency while keeping FAP low in
the low SNR region is important. Several strategies have
been proposed in the literature. In Ref. [25], they suggest
requiring several triggers in a row when more signal en-
ters the detector. This reduces the latency but removes
many false alarms. We could do the same by requiring
detection in several networks trained for different maxi-
mum frequencies as time goes on. On the other hand, we
could also adapt our full framework to work with a vari-
able maximum frequency for the signal and do the same
trick. Alternatively, in Ref [24], they use a denoiser to
boost the detection probability. Such an approach could
also be undertaken here. We leave this for future work.

V. INFERENCE RESULTS

In this section, we look in detail at the results found
for the inference problem. In principle, we should only
look at the results for events that have been detected.
However, here, to investigate our NPE’s performance,
we consider all events that fall within the priors used for
training.

3 This is true for the 40 Hz case. For higher cut frequencies, SNRs
can be more moderate.
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A. Accuracy of our framework

First, we look at the posteriors resulting from the anal-
ysis of a given signal. An example of this is given in
Fig. 5, representing the posteriors obtained for differ-
ent maximum frequencies and fixed PISNR. The latter
is done to avoid the broadening of the posterior due to
the PISNR decreasing when we decrease the maximum
frequency reached by the signal. Nevertheless, a reduc-
tion in accuracy is observed for the lower frequencies.
This is expected since the network observes fewer cycles
in band and has less information to fit the signal. Still,
in all cases, our approach properly recovers the injected
parameters, whether it is the sky angles or other param-
eters relevant to the EM follow-up.

To verify the stability of the results, we generate
probability-probability plots (PP-plots), as shown in Fig.
6. Such plots translate the fraction of injections for which
the true value falls within a given confidence interval,
and it should be a diagonal if the network is not biased.
We note, however, that this test does not guarantee a
perfectly-functioning network but it is a necessary con-
dition to be unbiased. One sees the results are unbiased
for the two chosen cut frequencies and all the parameters
estimated by our network. This is also the case for the
other cut frequencies on which our networks are trained.
This means we have the expected statistical behavior on
a large number of events.

B. More detailed investigation of the inference
results

The probability of observing the EM counterpart of
a BNS system also depends on the luminosity distance
and inclination (if the event is too far, its apparent mag-
nitude on Earth may be such that we cannot see the
EM counterpart and the jet emitted is expected to be
beamed perpendicular to the orbital plane, and higher
chances of detection happen when this is more pointed
towards the Earth), but the most critical piece of infor-
mation to start a follow up is the sky localization, which
determines where the EM telescopes need look and where
the EM counterpart should be located. If the map is too
broad, one cannot possibly cover the full area rapidly and
transient signals may be missed. Moreover, it increases
the chance of having an EM emission that is unrelated
to the GW event we just observed. So, it is instructive
to analyze how the posterior distribution for the localiza-
tion changes depending on the maximum frequency (and
thus the time before the merger) and the signal PISNR.

First, as an example, Fig. 7 shows two sky maps for
different maximum frequencies reached by the signal. In
the left panel, all parameters are the same for the three
cases, except the luminosity distance, which is scaled to
keep a constant PISNR of 17 for all cut frequencies. In
this case, one sees that the network provides reasonable
sky maps every time. As expected, the sky location im-

proves when a larger maximum frequency is seen since
more signal cycles are in band, enabling one to better
capture the dephasing, time delay, and PISNR difference
between the detectors to reconstruct the origin of the
signal. The same improvement is observed for the other
parameters. For the case where the PISNR is not kept
fixed but instead scaled with a constant luminosity dis-
tance —corresponding to a more realistic case—, the sky
map evolves logically, with the largest estimated sky area
for the lowest maximum frequency, also corresponding to
the lower PISNR. The effect of lower frequency was dis-
cussed before and is here made worse by the lowering
of the PISNR, where a quieter signal generally leads to
worse results (all other parameters being fixed). As a
consequence, while our network behaves as expected, it
also implies that the obtained sky maps may not be good
enough to actually locate the host before it merges in a
part of the realistic scenarios. This was also seen in other
studies done with different approaches [20, 30]. For ex-
ample, for the PISNR of 17 at 40 Hz, the total SNR of
the signal would be about 50. Such a high SNR has not
been observed yet but could be expected when the detec-
tors get upgraded, showing the importance of following
up for early alert in the future since, at least for the loud-
est examples, the sky map is good enough to warrant an
EM follow-up.

Besides these examples, we can also check the localiza-
tion capacities of our approach on a larger scale. There-
fore, we take 1000 events and look at their corresponding
sky area at 50% and 90% confidence intervals when they
reach a given maximum frequency. The results are shown
in Fig. 8, where we show the cumulative density func-
tion of the area distribution. The results obtained match
those found with other approaches [30], though we stress
our approach is different and also encompasses other pa-
rameters since it does not rely on matched filtering infor-
mation at all. Therefore, the expectations for EM follow-
up are closely related to those already proposed in the
literature: for the best signals (loudest and well-detected
in all detectors), there are interesting perspectives on the
possible localization of BNS signals before their merger.
However, to make this more frequent, more developments
on the detectors are needed, with a better overall sensi-
tivity and lower-frequency reach potentially boosting the
prospects significantly. Nevertheless, our approach here
shows that NF-based frameworks are a promising avenue
to parse all the information needed for deciding whether a
signal warrants EM-follow-up in the coming years, which
is in line with the various successes of the method to do
parameter estimation tasks [34, 35, 38].

In the end, this shows our network produces reliable
and reasonable posterior for all signals within the training
priors. However, even if we can detect very faint signals,
the information content may not be sufficient to actually
have a sky map permitting a good pre-merger EM follow-
up. Still, knowing the signal is coming and preparing for
EM observation as soon as a sky map is available would
be interesting, especially since no prompt emission at the
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frequencies but scaled to keep a constant PISNR of 13.5. For all the maximum frequencies, our setup properly recovers the
injected values, even if the posteriors become broader for lower maximum frequencies, as expected based on the decrease in the
number of signal cycles present in the data and from which information can be retrieved. In the luminosity distance estimation,
we plot the true values for the networks separately since they have different luminosity distances to keep a constant PISNR.
The dotted line is the true value for the 40 Hz network, the dashed line is the true value for the 70 Hz network and the solid
line is the true value for the 100 Hz network. All the other parameters are the same for all network.
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FIG. 7. Example sky maps obtained with our framework. The left figure is at a constant PISNR of 17.1. It shows that the
networks with a lower maximum frequency perform worse than those with a higher maximum frequency due to the network
observing fewer signal cycles in the sensitivity band. The right figure shows an evolving sky map in a more realistic scenario
where all the parameters are kept the same from one situation to the other. In this case, the PISNR is 8.9, 14.6, and 17.1 for
a maximum frequency of 40, 70, and 100 Hz, respectively. Here, the difference from one maximum frequency to the other is
bigger as the posterior degrades due to fainter signals occurring for lower maximum frequencies.

merger or close to it has ever been observed. VI. COMBINED DETECTION AND
CHARACTERIZATION OF INSPIRALING BNS

SYSTEMS

A. Mock Observation Scenario

To illustrate the detection and characterization capac-
ities of our framework, we look at simulated signals, find
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FIG. 8. Cumulative density functions for the log of the estimated sky area of the different networks. The figure on the left
shows the sky area of the 50% confidence interval, and right one shows the 90% confidence interval. For reference, we also
represent the 90% confidence area for some reference GW events. The general trend is that the networks with a higher cut
frequency perform better than the networks with a lower cut frequency. Some cases are already constrained enough to offer
interesting perspectives for EM follow-up.

which one can be detected, and their inferred posterior
distributions. Therefore, we follow the same approach
as in Refs. [23, 25], simulating the BNSs one would de-
tect in 5 years of observation for the LIGO-Virgo net-
work at design sensitivity. The code used for the genera-
tion is the same as in Refs. [25, 58], with the adaptation
that the local BNS merger rate follows the latest LVK re-
sults [59]. We also changed the PSDs to follow the ones
used throughout this work. Here, we only consider the
detected signals, assumed to be those with a total SNR
larger than 8. However, we note that, since our networks
have been trained on faint signals, they could have the
potential to also look for sub-threshold signals, though
we would need to adapt the network and ensure a low
false-alarm probability. With our setup, we find 90 BNS
mergers that can be detected over the course of five years
when the complete signal is in band.

For each of these signals, we make a data frame to
pass the data in the context network when they reach
40, 70, and 100 Hz. The output is then used to see
if the events are detectable for different maximum fre-
quencies. We find there are 17 signals we can already
detect at 40 Hz, 24 signals that need to reach 70 Hz be-
fore being detectable, and 32 signals that require 100 Hz.
This also means that 58 signals cannot be detected in
advance with our method. However, those signals have
low total SNR (close to 8), meaning they enter the lower

SNR end of the training distribution4, where the TAP,
which can be seen as the detection probability, is low
(see Fig. 3). These numbers are also in line with others
found in the literature. For example, in a similar ex-
ercise, Baltus et. al [25] detect 15 signals out of 100 in
advance with maximum frequencies reached by the signal
ranging from ∼ 25 Hz to ∼ 65 Hz, noting that in their
experiment, there is no strict limit on the frequencies re-
quired. From this, it seems like our detection network
is doing slightly better, although it detects part of the
signals later, which is a drawback from the low-latency
perspective. Still, this gives interesting perspectives for
our approach, which could be improved to also work for
lower frequencies in the future.

For the detected events, we pass the context informa-
tion to the NPE network. We represent the result of the
sky areas found for the different events as a function of
their PISNR and detection probability in Fig. 9. First,
we note that some of the simulated and subsequently de-
tected events are outside of our training regime. There-
fore, related results cannot really be trusted. This shows
our context network is relatively robust compared to the
PISNR it is trained on but also that our PISNR range
should be widened before applying our framework for real

4 Some of the signals even have an SNR below the lowest bound
used when training.
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trained. Therefore, points lying outside are outliers and the
sky estimates cannot really be trusted. Within the trained
region, we see the expected behavior, with a better sky loca-
tion and detection probability for the higher PISNR events
and higher maximum frequencies.

searches and characterizations. This would require longer
training. Nevertheless, for the events that are detected
and inside the training region, we see a clear hierarchy;
louder signals have a better detection probability and
sky map for a given maximum frequency, and a higher
maximum frequency leads to better detections and sky
maps for a given PISNR. This is also in line with results
shown in other sections in this work, in particular, Fig 8.
This shows our sky localization framework behaves as ex-
pected on those signals. Unfortunately, the accuracy of
these sky maps is not always great. For the 70 Hz cut, we
have only six cases with an area for the 90% confidence
region below 1000 deg2, with the best sky map having
an area of 363 deg2. For the 100 Hz case, there are 9
cases with an area below 1000 deg2 for the 90% confi-
dence region, with 5 having an are below 500 deg2. From
these, the best-localized event has an area of 141 deg2. In
this case, one could envisage doing EM follow-up with a
wide field of view telescopes, though there is no guaran-
tee to find the signal early enough. The main milestone
required to really do pre-merger alerts in this case is to
have detection and good accuracy at earlier times, requir-
ing us to be sensitive to lower frequencies. Perspectives
would naturally improve for lower minimum frequencies,
corresponding to more sensitive detectors.

While not being a full pipeline and requiring some more
development to be more robust and accurate, the results
shown in this section illustrate that our system can nat-
urally be used as a detection and characterization algo-
rithm for inspiraling BNS signals.

B. Analysis of Realistic Events

As a final illustration of our framework’s capacities,
we look at two realistic cases in more detail, correspond-
ing to past observations. On the one hand, we look at
a GW170817-like event [1], where we take the median
values reported in the paper but rescale the luminosity
distance to have the same network SNR as the one re-
ported fro detection in the paper. On the other hand, we
analyze a GW190425-like event [60], where we also in-
ject the median values reported in the paper but do not
rescale the luminosity distance. Therefore, this event has
a larger SNR than the one reported before. Both signals
are injected in noise generated from the same PSDs as
the ones used above.

For the detection, the GW170817-like signal can be de-
tected in the 70 Hz maximum frequency network, while
the GW190425-like one can already be detected from 40
Hz onwards. This shows that for realistic signals, our de-
tection scheme would be able to find signals beforehand.

For parameter estimation, we look at the inference re-
sults for all the cut-off frequencies, regardless of detec-
tion as to also compare the inference results with the
detection triggers. We give a complete sky map for the
GW170817-like signal in Fig. 10, while the correspond-
ing figure for the GW190425-like signal is given in Ap-
pendix A. Regarding the sky map, based on the 90%
confidence interval, EM follow-up would be possible only
once the GW170817-like signal reaches 100 Hz, while it
would be possible from 70 Hz onwards for the GW190425-
like signal. The main reason for this difference compared
to what was observed in reality is the scaling we used,
meaning that the April 2019 signal has a higher SNR.
Moreover, here, it is detected by three detectors, while it
was seen by only two in reality.5 Regarding the other pa-
rameters, we observe the same trend as the one reported
before: the posteriors improve as more of the signal en-
ters in the detection band, which is expected. For the
chirp mass, it is worth noting that the posterior for the
GW19425-like signal has some residuals left for the 40 Hz
case. Since detection is possible from the features, this
indicates our feature network is capable of representing
the main features of the signal well. However, the NPE is
not confident about the exact posteriors. This could be
due to the low information content of the detected signal,
and even more exposure to such signals could further im-
prove the inference’s robustness [38]. Nevertheless, pro-
viding these sets of samples to the EM observers would
enable them to choose the best follow-up strategy since
they would know where and what to look for. However,
because of the pre-alert nature of the signal, they would
also need to deal with the large uncertainties existing on
the parameters until the signal can be fully analyzed.

5 LIGO-Livingston and Virgo, though the trigger was below the
detection threshold in the latter [60].
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FIG. 10. Corner plot for the GW170817-like injection. We find reasonable posteriors for all the networks. However, only when
the 100 Hz maximum frequency is reached do we get nice posteriors for the sky localization. For the sky location, EM follow-up
is possible only at 100 Hz, though if we focus on the peak of the distribution (50%) interval, a reasonable area is found when
the signal reaches 70 Hz.

VII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

This work presents an ML framework for the detection
and characterization of inspiraling BNS signals. We use a
frequency domain representation of the data with signals
going from a minimum frequency of 20 Hz to a certain
maximum frequency which varies between networks. We
obtain a good detection rate of inspiraling signals, with
better results as the maximum frequency increases. Our
neural posterior estimation framework produces a poste-
rior distribution for the chirp mass, the mass ratio, the

sky angles, the luminosity distance, and the inclination.
These parameters are the most relevant for EM follow-up
and, in the future, our network could easily be modified
to infer all the binary’s parameters. The maximum fre-
quencies chosen in this work are still relatively high since
the lowest frequency considered is 40 Hz. This choice is
made to ensure enough signal is present in the data to
extract an informative sky map at moderate SNR for the
chosen maximum frequency. It will be lowered in future
work.

First, for the detection part of our framework, we
demonstrate its strong performance by analyzing its true
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alarm probability as a function of the PISNR. We find de-
tection possibilities are comparable to those already pre-
sented in the literature for other ML approaches. Unlike
these approaches, our method does not rely on matched
filtering, meaning we have a reduced alert latency. More-
over, our detection framework is naturally integrated
with our neural posterior estimator, as both use the same
input data. We also show that our performance remains
relatively stable across various false-alarm probabilities,
allowing us to decrease the false-alarm rate without sig-
nificantly reducing the detection rate of genuine triggers.

To demonstrate that our inference algorithm is a viable
method for early alert information production, we show
it is unbiased by providing a PP-plot, with all curves ly-
ing along the diagonal, for all parameters and maximum
cut-off frequencies. We also examine several sky maps,
showing that our network can make reasonable sky maps
when the PISNR of the signal present in the data is large
enough. However, for more commonly detected signals,
the PISNR for a low maximum frequency is often too
small to produce a good sky map. Still, in that case, it
is possible to obtain a reasonable estimation of the other
parameters relevant to EM follow-up. In particular, in
some cases, based on the luminosity distance and incli-
nation estimates, one can already gauge whether the EM
counterpart is likely to be observable or not, depending
on the expected orientation of the jet. We also analyze
the sky map area distribution of our model, confirming
that a fraction of the signals have an informative sky
map, i.e. small enough to be followed up by electro-
magnetic means. This proportion increases as more of
the signal is observed. This is the expected behavior,
and our results are in line with others presented in the
literature [20, 30], although we include the estimation
of other parameters and do not use information coming
from matched filtering pipeline, effectively reducing the
latency and potentially increasing accuracy.

To demonstrate the potential our framework for detec-
tion and characterization, we analyze a set of 90 BNS
signals, corresponding to five years of observations for a
LIGO-Virgo network at design sensitivity. From those,
about a third can be detected before their merger, and
a bit less than a fifth can be detected at a 40 Hz cut
frequency. This is comparable, if not better, than what
has been presented in previous works. For the detected
events, we also examine their sky maps, showing that
they follow an expected trend, with more accurate results
for louder signals and for higher maximum frequencies.
The best sky maps found for these signals would allow
for electromagnetic follow-up.

Finally, we analyzed the detection and inference of
realistic signals, taking GW170817 and GW190425 as
model signals. We scaled GW170817 to have the same
SNR as when the signal was observed in O2 and kept the
parameters constant for GW190425. Both signals can be
detected before their merger. Moreover, for both we pro-
duce a sky map usable for EM follow-up at 100 Hz. For
lower cut-off frequencies, sky maps can be reasonable if

we focus on the peak probability. Furthermore, the other
parameters relevant for electromagnetic follow-up are al-
ready informative when the signal reaches 70 Hz. Still,
useful information could be provided at very low-latency
to astronomers with this system.

This study focuses on current detectors with a lower
frequency cut-off of 20 Hz. This is already a disadvantage
for any early-alert system since the signal spends more
time in the low-frequency regime. Therefore, better and
earlier information would be obtained if we considered an
upcoming sensitivity or generation of detectors. In prin-
ciple, our framework can easily be adapted to incorporate
2G detectors with better sensitivity. For next-generation
detectors, however, it would be critical to account for the
Earth rotation when training the network since the tran-
sition from (1Hz) 5 Hz to 40 Hz will already take about
(20) 1.5 hours. This effect enhances our capacity to lo-
calize a signal since modulations with Earth’s rotation
provide information about the event’s position. We leave
the explicit demonstration for future work.

Another interesting avenue for development is to create
a single network capable of dealing with all the maximum
frequencies at once, i.e. producing a trigger and poste-
riors for any signal regardless of time to merger, ideally
corresponding to the full signal. The latter is compli-
cated to obtain because of the duration of BNS signals
and the required accuracy [38]. Moreover, this would
significantly increase the training cost. However, it is
reasonable to assume we could provide posterior param-
eter distributions for signals up so a certain maximum
frequency without needing the full signal. Those results
could then be used as seeds to infer the parameters of
the entire signal. This could reduce the computational
burden of analyzing the complete data stretch at once
without a well-focused prior.

In conclusion, this work presents a machine learning-
based approach to detect and infer parameters relevant
for electromagnetic follow-up of inspiraling binary neu-
tron star signals in their pre-merger phase. Our setup
does not require input related to matched filtering anal-
yses, reducing the latency. We obtain a good detection
rate and accurate posteriors in our analyses. While fur-
ther work is needed to make this system fully operational,
it represents an interesting avenue for future pre-merger
and rapid analysis of inspiraling signals with possible
electromagnetic counterparts.
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Appendix A: Results for the GW190425-like Injection

In this section, we give the corner plot for the GW190425-like injection, where we do not rescale the SNR.
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FIG. 11. Corner plot for the GW190425-like injection. In this case, the sky map is really poor only for the 50 Hz cut frequency.
The two others would already enable one to do a decent follow-up. For the other parameters, the chirp mass is well characterized
in all cases, and all of the parameters present an improvement as more of the signal is detected.
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