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ABSTRACT

Machine learning methods are well established in the classification of quasars (QSOs). However, the
advent of light curve observations adds a great amount of complexity to the problem. Our goal is to
use the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF) to create a catalog of QSOs. We process the ZTF DR20 light
curves with a transformer artificial neural network and combine the Pan-STARRS (PS), AIIWISE, and
Gaia surveys with extreme gradient boosting. Using ZTF g-band data with at least 100 observational
epochs per light curve, we obtain 97% F1 score for QSOs. We find that with 3 day median cadence,
a survey time span of at least 900 days is required to achieve 90% QSO F1 score. However, one can
obtain the same score with a survey time span of 1800 days and the median cadence prolonged to 12
days. We find that ZTF classification is superior to the PS static bands, and on par with WISE and
Gaia measurements. Additionally, we find that the light curves provide the most important features
for QSO classification in the ZTF dataset. We robustly classify objects fainter than the 50 SNR limit
at g = 20.8 by requiring ¢ < neps/80 + 20.375. For this sample, we run inference with added WISE
observations, and find 4,849,574 objects classified as QSOs. For 33% of QZO objects, with available
WISE data, we publish redshifts with estimated error Az/(1 + z) = 0.14. We release the catalog at:
placeholder®, and the code at: https://github.com/snakoneczny /ztf-agn.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei — Astroinformatics — Catalogs — Classification — Large-scale
structure of the Universe — Light curves — Light curve classification — Neural networks
— Photometry — Time domain astronomy — Time series analysis — Quasars

1. INTRODUCTION

Quasars are a type of active galaxy, usually occupying
massive dark matter halos (Eftekharzadeh et al. 2015;
DiPompeo et al. 2016), and emitting enormous amounts
of energy through accretion of matter onto a supermas-
sive black hole (Kormendy & Ho 2013). They mostly
appear as faint and point like objects. Due to their
highly biased tracing of vast volumes of the large scale
structure (DiPompeo et al. 2014; Laurent et al. 2017),
quasars are used for various cosmological applications: a
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a) Data will be published upon acceptance in a journal.

test of the cosmological principle of isotropy and homo-
geneity (Secrest et al. 2021; Dam et al. 2023), the growth
rate of structure (Garcia-Garcia et al. 2021; Alonso et al.
2023), primordial non-Gaussianity (Leistedt et al. 2014;
Castorina et al. 2019; Krolewski et al. 2024), the Hubble
distance (Hou et al. 2020), baryon acoustic oscillations
(Ata et al. 2017; Zarrouk et al. 2021), the integrated
Sachs-Wolfe effect (Stolzner et al. 2018), the expansion
rate of the universe as standardizable candles (Setti &
Woltjer 1973; Risaliti & Lusso 2015; Lusso et al. 2020),
calibration of the reference frames for Galactic studies
(Lindegren et al. 2018), measurement of halo masses
(DiPompeo et al. 2017), cross-correlation with the ~-
ray background (Cuoco et al. 2017), tomographic an-
gular clustering (Leistedt et al. 2014; Ho et al. 2015),
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quasar bias measurements (Sherwin et al. 2012), the
baryon density (Yahata et al. 2005), cosmic magnifica-
tion (Scranton et al. 2005), and cross correlation with
foreground galaxies as a probe of weak lensing (Ménard
& Bartelmann 2002).

Quasars are also variable objects well described by a
damped random walk (Kelly et al. 2009; Kozlowski et al.
2010; MacLeod et al. 2010). However, there are also fluc-
tuations in a form of, e.g. tidal disruption events (TDEs,
Rees 1988; Gezari 2021; Stein et al. 2024), and possibly
gravitational wave (GW) flares (McKernan et al. 2019;
Graham et al. 2020; Wang et al. 2021; Kimura et al.
2021; Perna et al. 2021). The latter have not yet been
confirmed, but Graham et al. (2023) present nine candi-
date counterparts for such events from Ligo/Virgo detec-
tors (LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2015; Acernese
et al. 2015). The importance of such events results from
accretion disks being the only channel for stellar mass
black hole mergers which reliably produce electromag-
netic (EM) counterparts, and thus the identification of
GW event with a host galaxy at a known redshift (Ash-
ton et al. 2021; Calderén Bustillo et al. 2021; Palmese
et al. 2021). The GW signal then becomes a standard
siren, which can be used to measure the expansion his-
tory of the universe (Mukherjee et al. 2020; Chen et al.
2022). However, detection of EM counterparts in AGN
(active galactic nucleus) time series is challenging due
to potentially too bright or too thick accretion disks, as
well as the incomplete census of AGN. Hence, a first step
in a systematic search of such flares is a construction of
AGN catalog with available time-series data.

The most reliable source of quasar' identification and
redshifts are galaxy spectra. Spectroscopic surveys have
provided ~ 10°-10% QSOs, e.g. 2dF QSO Redshift Sur-
vey (2QZ, Croom et al. 2004), 2dF-SDSS LRG and
QSO (2SLAQ, Croom et al. 2009), and the Sloan Dig-
ital Sky Survey (SDSS, York et al. 2000; Lyke et al.
2020). Ongoing and future spectroscopic surveys such
as DESI (DESI Collaboration et al. 2016) and 4MOST
(de Jong et al. 2019; Merloni et al. 2019; Richard et al.
2019) expect to obtain spectra for 3 million quasars.
Since QSOs are sparsely distributed in comparison to
inactive galaxies, wide area photometric surveys are a
much better way of observing large numbers of QSOs.
However, the lack of spectra makes classification more
complicated and redshifts much less accurate. Nearly
3 million quasars with photometric redshifts (photo-zs)
have been cataloged (e.g. Shu et al. 2019; Kunségi-
Mdté et al. 2022; Storey-Fisher et al. 2024), through

I We use AGN and QSO terms interchangeably.

surveys such as the Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer
(WISE, Wright et al. 2010), unWISE (Lang 2014), Pan-
STARRS (Chambers et al. 2016), and Gaia (Gaia Col-
laboration et al. 2016). In the future, the Rubin Ob-
servatory’s LSST will photometrically observe up to 10
million quasars (Ivezi¢ 2016).

One possibility to classify objects in photometric data
is SED fitting, which depending on available data can
derive physical properties (Ciesla et al. 2015; Stalevski
et al. 2016; Calistro Rivera et al. 2016; Yang et al. 2020;
Malek et al. 2020), as well as photo-zs (Salvato et al.
2009, 2011; Fotopoulou et al. 2016; Fotopoulou & Pal-
tani 2018). Also, using different magnitudes, one can
create a color-color space which allows for object classi-
fication (Warren et al. 2000; Maddox et al. 2008; Edelson
& Malkan 2012; Stern et al. 2012; Wu et al. 2012; Se-
crest et al. 2015; Assef et al. 2018). More sophisticated
methods include probabilistic models (Richards et al.
2004, 2009a,b; Bovy et al. 2011, 2012; DiPompeo et al.
2015; Richards et al. 2015), but due to the high com-
plexity of multidimensional color-color space, machine
learning (ML) methods achieve the best results (Bres-
cia et al. 2015; Carrasco et al. 2015; Kurcz et al. 2016;
Nakoneczny et al. 2019; Logan & Fotopoulou 2020). De-
pending on the availability of infrared observations, one
can also estimate photo-zs with ML (Brescia et al. 2013;
Yang et al. 2017; Pasquet-Itam & Pasquet 2018; Curran
2020; Nakoneczny et al. 2021).

Another type of photometric observation are time se-
ries data, provided by surveys such as ASAS (Pojmanski
2002), NSVS (Wozniak et al. 2004; Hoffman et al. 2009),
the Palomar Transient Factory (Law et al. 2009), the
Catalina Surveys (Drake et al. 2014, 2017), and ASAS-
SN (Kochanek et al. 2017; Jayasinghe et al. 2018). The
Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF, Bellm et al. 2019a;
Graham et al. 2019; Masci et al. 2019; Dekany et al.
2020) has operated since March 2018 and covers the
northern sky with 3 day cadence. Within the time-series
data, ML was applied to classify microlensing events
(Godines et al. 2019), transients (Stachie et al. 2020;
Gomez et al. 2023; Rehemtulla & Miller 2023), and vari-
ables (Richards et al. 2011; Garcia-Jara et al. 2022; Mis-
try et al. 2022). The ZTF Source Classification Project
(SCoPe, van Roestel et al. 2021; Coughlin et al. 2021;
Healy et al. 2024) provides classification for many differ-
ent classes of variables. However, our goal is to create
a method fully optimized for quasar detection, apply
deep learning methods, and achieve the highest possible
accuracy. Observations of quasar light curves are rela-
tively new, and their usage in classification has not yet
been fully established in comparison to other astronom-
ical observations. ZTF is well suited for this goal, as it
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delivers light curves with irregular sampling, over a six
year period of observations.

Our first goal is to test quasar classification with deep
learning methods based on the transformer architecture,
and compare the results with shallow feature extraction
methods. Next, we establish the minimum requirements
on the length and sampling of time-series data in or-
der to achieve reliable quasar classification. We com-
pare ZTF classification to visible griz bands from Pan-
STARRS DR1 (PS, Chambers et al. 2016), mid-infrared
W1-4] filters from AIWISE (Wright et al. 2010; Mainzer
et al. 2011; Cutri et al. 2021), and parallax and proper
motion measurements from Gaia EDR3 (Gaia Collabo-
ration et al. 2016, 2021). Finally, we use these results to
create a high quality quasar catalog based on the ZTF
data.

The paper is structured as follow. Section 2 presents
the ZTF survey, as well as inference and training data
for the ML models. Section 3 presents the ML mod-
els, evaluation methods, and experimental methodology.
Section 4 presents the results, while Section 5 briefly dis-
cusses spectroscopy obtained at Palomar Observatory of
sources with conflicting SDSS and machine learning clas-
sifications. Finally, Section 6 interprets and concludes
the work. Unless stated otherwise, we present the re-
sults for the ZTF g-band data.

2. DATA
2.1. Zwicky Transient Facility

Z'TF is an optical time domain survey operated at the
Palomar 48 inch Schmidt telescope since March 2018.
Typical limiting magnitudes in ¢ and r bands are 20.8
and 20.6, respectively. During its initial phase, its public
surveys observed 27,500 square degrees over the north-
ern sky, with a three night cadence, and 1000 to 2000
square degrees at the Galactic plane, with a one night
cadence (Bellm et al. 2019b). Since December 2020,
the ZTF second phase, the northern sky has been ob-
served every two nights. Additional private surveys have
sampled the sky with more specialized cadences, such as
continuous single-field “deep drilling” observations. The
data processing and access is available through the Sci-
ence Data System at the Infrared Processing and Anal-
ysis Center (IPAC, Masci et al. 2019). The primary
science goals of ZTF are the physics of supernovae and
relativistic explosions, multi-messenger astrophysics, su-
pernova cosmology, active galactic nuclei, TDEs, stel-
lar variability, and solar system objects (Graham et al.
2019).

2.2. Inference data

We perform the inference using ZTF data release (DR)
20, covering March 2018 to January 2024. For inference,
we use only the g-band data, while we add the r-band
to experiments, and omit the ¢-band due to its much
lower coverage compared to the two other bands. In
total, ZTF DR20 consists of 1.5B and 2.4B objects in
the g- and r-bands, respectively. The estimated num-
ber of bad epochs per light curve, with likely suspect
and unusable photometry, is 8% and 11% in ¢ and r,
respectively?. We remove deep drilling observations by
averaging observations within the same night. Finally,
after removal of light curves with less than 20 observa-
tions, we obtain the inference dataset of 789M objects in
the ZTF ¢g band. Additionally, we either mark or remove
duplicated light curves by finding objects which within
1” have a neighbor with more observation epochs. The
number of deduplicated light curves equals 533M.

2.3. Training data

We obtain the training data in ¢ and r bands by
cross-matching the ZTF data with SDSS DR18 (SDSS,
Almeida et al. 2023), using a 1” distance threshold, and
applying the same preprocessing as in the case of infer-
ence data. We clean the SDSS data by removing objects
with known redshift estimation errors as encoded in the
zWarning flag, with the exception of the fifth bit of this
flag, which does not signal problems. Additionally, we
remove duplicated ZTF light curves by accepting only
the longest light curve among the neighbors within the
1" distance. We analyze both g- and r-band datasets
independently. The training set size is 483k and 665k
in ¢g- and r-bands. The class distribution is 47% galax-
ies, 25% quasars, and 28% stars in the g-band, and 59%
galaxies, 19% quasars, and 22% stars in the r-band. It
totals to 645062 and 703685 quasars in g- and r-bands,
respectively. We compute the experiments with shallow
precomputed features (Healy et al. 2024) in Section 4.1,
based on ZTF DRS5, published in January 2021, since
at the time of writing, shallow features were only com-
puted for this DR. However, we did not first utilize all
the light curves from this dataset, and could not update
it later due to removal of data from the servers. Hence,
the DR5 training dataset size is 301k and 381k in g- and
r-bands, respectively, which also lowers the deep learn-
ing results due to a smaller training set size. We use
the DR5 data only for comparison between the shallow
and deep learning results of light curve classification.
We use 37 of the precomputed features, omitting the

28ee Table 1 in https://irsa.ipac.caltech.edu/data/ZTF /docs/

releases/dr20/ztf release_notes_dr20.pdf
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Figure 1. Distributions of median g-band magnitude and number of observation epochs for the inference (blue), training
(orange), and each class component of the training data (green, red, and purple). The inference and training distributions are
normalized to unity, and the class distributions are normalized to one third.

magnitude-time histograms and ZTF alerts information
(see Table 1 in Healy et al. 2024).

Figure 1 shows distributions of median magnitude and
number of observations for inference and training data,
also separated for different classes. The plots are nor-
malized to unity, and the class plots are divided by
three in order to properly compare between the different
classes. We see on the magnitude plot that the training
data cover the inference data, but the training distribu-
tion is different from the inference one, which together
with the class distribution, hint to a larger fraction of
quasars present at the faint end of inference data. Due
to this, the final classification of inference data requires
additional testing, and the results will not be calibrated,
meaning that among objects with estimated QSO prob-
ability around 90%, the actual number of quasars will
be different than the 90%. The number of observations
plot shows that there are no significant differences be-
tween the classes. Such differences could constitute a
data leak, as it could be used as additional information
for classification, which in fact might not be the same
in the inference data.

2.4. Other surveys

We compare the ZTF based classification with All-
WISE, Gaia EDR3, and PS DR1 by cross-matching the
ZTF training datasets in g- and r-bands using a 1”
matching distance. From PS, AIWISE, and Gaia, we
use griz, W[1-4], and g, bp, rp magnitudes, respectively.
We add colors from all magnitude pair combinations
within each survey. Additionally, we add parallax and
proper motion measurements from Gaia. We do not use
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Figure 2. Number of quasars available in the training sam-
ple (blue), and its cross-matches with PS (orange), WISE
(green) and Gaia (red). The vertical line shows the ZTF’s
magnitude limit, while for the other surveys, we apply limit-
ing magnitude cuts as described in Section 2.4. We note that
the final catalog has no magnitude cuts on WISE survey.

error measurements for any of the features, either as in-
puts or weights for loss functions. Requiring availability
of all the cross-matched features, we obtain the follow-
ing subsets of the ZTF g-band training data: ZTF x
PS 98%, ZTF x WISE 77%, ZTF x Gaia 45%. When
comparing the classification based on different surveys,
we apply the magnitude limits: PS griz 22.0, 21.8, 21.5,
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20.9, WISE WJ[1-2] 17.1, 15.7, Gaia g 21, respectively.
Fig. 2 shows a comparison of quasar distributions be-
tween the full training sample and the cross-matched
subsets. We also cross-match with AIIWISE for the in-
ference data, as justified in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. For
simplicity, we use WISE to refer to the AIWISE sam-
ple.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Astromer

We classify the light curves using Astromer (Donoso-
Oliva et al. 2023), a deep learning transformer architec-
ture, pre-trained on all the ZTF DR10 g-band data. The
model uses attention layers trained in a semi supervised
way by removing random windows from the light curves,
and then recreating the missing parts. The model is lim-
ited to 200 input observation epochs, transforming each
observation into a vector of 256 tokens, which results in
an encoder output size of 200 x 256. We fine-tune the
model for a classification task by processing the encoder
output with other types of layers.

3.2. Pipeline

We test the ML models with a random 80%, 10%,
10% split for the training, validation and test sample,
respectively. We always use the same split for fine tun-
ing Astromer, training the classification network, and
making ensembles with other surveys. We use two met-
rics to evaluate the classification: the general three class
accuracy defined as a fraction of correctly classified ob-
jects, and QSO F1 score defined as a harmonic mean of
QSO completeness and precision.

We first retrain Astromer using its original training
procedure on the g- and r-band training data, which
do not contain the deep drilling observations unlike the
original Astromer training. For the r-band, this step
involves transfer learning from the g-band. Hence, the
retraining for r-band is about 3 times longer. We find
that retraining the transformer model provides better
results for the final classification task, and allows for
faster training and experimentation with the classifica-
tion models. We then tested the retrained Astromer
for classification with different combinations of convo-
lutional, long short-term memory (LSTM, Hochreiter
& Schmidhuber 1997), normalization, and dense lay-
ers, ranging from 2048 to 128 neurons, as well as reduc-
tion of the transomfer embeddings to mean, maximum
or minimum values. We find that the best results are
achieved with the following architecture: mean reduc-
tion of the embeddings, 1024, 512 and 256 neuron dense
layers with the rectified linear unit activation function
(ReLu, Agarap 2018), normalization layer, and three

neuron output layer. For training, we use the Adam op-
timizer with a 0.001 learning rate, scheduled to 0.0005
at epoch 4, and 0.0001 at epoch 9. After training the ar-
tificial neural network (ANN) classification models on g-
and r-bands, we use extreme gradient boosting (XGB,
Chen & Guestrin 2016) to ensemble the deep learn-
ing classifications with features from the PS, WISE and
Gaia surveys. We use the same XGB training parame-
ters as found optimal in a similar classification task in
Nakoneczny et al. (2021). We also test adding the fea-
tures from other surveys as additional inputs to fully
connected layers of the ANN, but find this approach to
provide worse results. Also, ensembling with XGB al-
lows separation of the ANN training from the final clas-
sification models, enabling for easier and faster compar-
isons with other surveys.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Light curve classification

Since ZTF data span a wide range of magnitudes and
observation epochs, we start by analyzing how the clas-
sification scores depend on those factors. Fig. 3 shows
the dependence of ZTF g-band QSO F1 score on the
number of observation epochs and magnitude. We find
that given at least 50 observation epochs, the QSO F1
scores deteriorates by 10pp between the objects at mag-
nitude limit g ~ 20.8 and the faintest data points at
g ~ 21.5. We can remove the objects with lower clas-
sification quality by applying the dashed red line cut
at g < nobs/80 + 20.375. Table 1 shows the scores for
different combinations of limiting magnitude and min-
imum number of observation epochs. The cuts enable
better F1 scores within the catalog, but taking into ac-
count the total loss of objects due to cuts, we observe
a deterioration in the global QSO F1 scores. The sug-
gested red line cut allows to achieve 93% QSO F1 score,
with the global metric equal 85%. Fig. 4 shows detailed
relations between QSO F1 score, magnitude, number of
observation epochs and redshift for the ZTF x PS train-
ing data. We observe that the PS data improves the
classification results at the faint end, mostly due to the
deeper photometry provided by PS. At brighter magni-
tudes we observe superiority in ZTF classification over
PS. We see that the Astromer’s limit of 200 observation
epochs does not allow us to probe further increases in
scores for more observing epochs. These tests analyze
the ZTF classification outputs, but with their weakness
that low numbers of objects at certain values, as shown
by the gray dashed lines in the Fig. 4, can result in
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Figure 3. Number of QSOs (left) and QSO F1 scores (right) for the ZTF g-band XGB model based on transformer classifications
and median magnitudes as features. We show the results in equally sized and non overlapping bins of the number of observations
(z axis) and g-band magnitude (y axis), where the ticks mark centers of the bins.

under-performing models due to a lack of training data
with specific characteristics.

In order to perform unbiased analysis of relations be-
tween classification scores, time span and number of ob-
servation epochs, we create training datasets of constant
time span and number of observation epochs within all
light curves, and train transformer models on each such
training set. We create these datasets by taking light
curves with time span higher than 1800 days and num-
ber of observations higher than the median value. Then,
we limit the number of observations to 100%, 80%, 60%,
40%, 20%, 10% and 5% of the median value, which de-
fines the median cadence. Finally, we limit the timespan
by removing specific windows of observation epochs from
heads of light curves. Fig. 5 shows the results of those
tests. We observe strong dependence, and results higher
than 90% obtained either at 900 day time span at the
highest 3 day cadence, or the longest 1800 day time span
at a lowered 12 day cadence. However, even a 500 day
time span or 30 day median cadence can provide results
better than 80%.

We compare the deep learning transformer classifica-
tion to the shallow ensemble classifier with precomputed
features based on ZTF DR5. We observe a difference
between 81% and 89% QSO F1 scores for the shallow
and deep learning models, respectively. However, for a
similar setup in ZTF DR20, transformer scores 95%, as
shown in Table 1 (row 5), for a magnitude-limited sam-
ple. This difference is due to the dataset size and time
span difference between DR5 and DR20. The dataset
size difference would affect the shallow models less signif-
icantly than the deep learning models, hence, we might
expect the total difference between shallow and deep
learning models to be even larger than the one estimated
from DRS5.

4.2. Comparison with other surveys

We use PS, WISE and Gaia to compare the light
curve classification with other types of surveys. Table
2 presents a detailed comparison between the ZTF, PS,
WISE and Gaia surveys. The results are calculated on
the test data with applied limiting magnitudes and re-
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Table 1. Classification results of the ZTF g-band XGB model based on transformer classifications and median
magnitudes as features, for combinations of limiting magnitude defined by mean SNR higher than 50, ZTF
observation epochs greater than 100, and a custom cut as a function of both magnitude and number of observation

epochs.
g-band r-band
QSO QSO F1 accuracy QSO QSO F1 accuracy

data cuts fraction full sample subset  subset fraction full sample subset  subset
1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (M) (8) (9)

none 1.00 0.88 0.88 0.88 1.00 0.85 0.85 0.89
g < Nobs /80 + 20.375 0.84 0.85 0.93 0.91 0.90 0.84 0.89 0.90
SNR. > 50 V neps > 100 0.79 0.83 0.94 0.92 0.84 0.82 0.90 0.91
Nobs > 100 0.73 0.80 0.95 0.93 0.76 0.79 0.92 0.92
SNR > 50 0.57 0.68 0.95 0.94 0.58 0.67 0.92 0.93
SNR > 50 A neps > 100 0.50 0.64 0.97 0.95 0.50 0.63 0.95 0.94

NoTE—'QSO fraction’ gives a fraction of quasars after the cuts with respect to the full training sample in the
first row, ‘QSO F'1 full sample’ assumes negative classification for quasars excluded by the cuts, ‘QSO F1 subset’
takes into the account only objects left after the data cut, ‘accuracy subset’ stands for the general three class
accuracy of subsets. Boldface shows the highest value in each column.

Table 2. XGB classification results on the ZTF g-band data
cross-matched with other surveys. We apply limiting magni-
tude cuts for each survey, and require minimum number of
Z'TF observation epochs greater than 100. ZTF features in-
clude the transformer classifications and g-band median mag-
nitude, while Section 4.2 describes features from the other
surveys.

QSO QSO F1 accuracy

data features fraction  subset subset
1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
7ZTF ZTF 0.5 0.97 0.96
x PS ZTF 0.49 0.97 0.96
PS 0.82 0.90

ZTF & PS 0.98 0.99

x Gaia ZTF 0.48 0.97 0.97
Gaia 0.96 0.97

ZTF & Gaia 0.99 0.99

x WISE ZTF 0.36 0.97 0.97
WISE 0.98 0.93

ZTF @ WISE 0.99 0.99

NoTE—'QSO fraction’ provides the fraction of QSOs present
in the cross-matches with respect to the full ZTF training
sample, and ‘accuracy’ stands for the general three class
accuracy. Boldface shows the highest value in each column.

quire at least 100 ZTF observation epochs in order to
minimize the magnitude differences between the surveys
and compare their full predictive power. The compari-
son between ZTF and PS surveys shows 97% and 82%
QSO F1 score, in favor of the light curve based classifi-
cation. The results between ZTF, Gaia and WISE are
similar, however, each of those surveys gains significant
improvement when merging with the ZTF observations.

Table 3 shows the classification results of the full ZTF
training sample, with features from other surveys added
where available, and XGB processing the missing fea-
tures where present. Adding PS, WISE, and Gaia fea-
tures to the ZTF classification improves the QSO F1
scores by 7, 6, and 3 percent points, respectively. As
shown in Section 4.1, in case of PS, the improvement is
mostly at the faint end due to the PS fainter limiting
magnitude.

Fig. 7 presents feature rankings from XGB models
trained on all available features in two cases: all the
ZTF data with processing of missing features, and a
subset of objects detected by all surveys, with no miss-
ing features present. The rankings are based on binary
QSO vs non-QSO classification to focus on the features
important for QSO detection. The full ZTF sample mea-
sures the importance with regard to all available QSOs,
but may potentially underestimate WISE importance,
which is available for 72% of QSOs. On the other hand,
the cross-match between all the surveys measures the
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Table 3. XGB classification results on the ZTF
g-band training data, with number of observation
epochs greater than 20. In contrast to Table 2, here
the XGB models classify objects with missing features
from the other surveys.

features QSO F1 accuracy

(1) (2) ()
ZTF 0.88 0.88
ZTF & PS 0.95 0.96
ZTF ¢ WISE 0.94 0.94
ZTF & Gaia 0.91 0.95
ZTF @ PS ® WISE 0.96 0.97
ZTF & PS & Gaia 0.96 0.98
ZTF @ PS & WISE @ Gaia 0.97 0.98

NOTE—*Accuracy’ stand for the general three class
accuracy. Boldface shows the highest value in each
column.

feature importance only for red and point-like objects
detectable by both the WISE and Gaia surveys. The
top plot shows that the transformer’s QSO probability
is the most important feature. The bottom plot shows
that for the cross-matched data, W1 — W2 color is the
most important feature, but the transformer classifica-
tion takes second place with 15% importance. Within
the given set of surveys, parallax and proper motion
measurements from Gaia are not the most important
features.

4.3. Redshift

We find that the light curves do not allow us to es-
timate redshifts for the quasars, and within the ana-
lyzed surveys, the WISE data are necessary to obtain
the redshift estimates. Hence, for objects with available
WISE data, we publish redshift estimates using XGB
model trained on ZTF x WISE data. Our measured
error is Az/(1 + z) = 0.14, with percentage of predic-
tions more than 20% and 50% different then the spectro-
scopic redshift value equal 42% and 14%, respectively.
The model uses ZTF g-band magnitude and WISE col-
ors, but WISE colors are the most important features.
Figure 8 shows the results of redshift estimation on the
ZTF x WISE test data.

4.4. The catalog

According to the results from Sections 4.2 and 4.3,
we publish the classification results based on the ZTF
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Figure 5. Transformer classification results on the ZTF g-band data as a function of limiting magnitude and with subsampled
time span and number of observation epochs. Each score corresponds to a new training data and model, each training data
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and WISE surveys, together with the ZTF x WISE red-
shift estimates. In the full ZTF catalog, we remove light
curves which within 1” have at least one neighbor with
more observation epochs. This step removes duplicated
light curves by choosing the ones with the highest num-
ber of observation epochs. Figure 9 and Table 4 show
the resulting number of objects classified as QSOs at
different data and classification probability cuts. The
full catalog consists of 45.93 million objects classified as
QSOs, but due to the class and magnitude distribution
differences between the training and inference data, it
is necessary to calibrate the resulting probabilities to
achieve the same F1 score as estimated in the experi-
ments, or establish a minimum classification probability
to reduce QSO contamination by stars and galaxies, at
a cost of lowered QSO completeness. From Section 4.1

we conclude that the highest quality QSO classification
requires a cut based on magnitude and number of obser-
vation epochs at g < neps/80 + 20.375. At this cut, the
estimated QSO F1 score equals 97%. Nakoneczny et al.
(2019, 2021) uses a test based on Gaia parallaxes for a
similar task of QSO classification based on SDSS data
and suggests 90% minimum QSO classification probabil-
ity. We obtain a limited catalog of higher purity by ap-
plying both the data and classification probability cuts,
resulting in 4,849,574 objects classified as QSOs. We
call this catalog QZO. However, the fainter sample be-
low red line in fig 3 consists of many more true QSOs.
Therefore, we also expect many more correctly classi-
fied QSOs below those limits, but with an unknown and
higher contamination rate by stars and galaxies. The
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Table 4. Number of quasar candidates, in millions, from inference on the ZTF g-band
data with XGB models trained using ZTF and WISE features, at different cuts on data and

minimum QSO classification probability.

number of QSOs at pqso higher than

data cut QSO F1 accuracy 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.95 0.99

1) (2) (3) 4 6 . O @

none 0.94 0.94 4593 32.23 11.26 6.64 4.50 2.02
g < Nobs/80 + 20.375 0.97 0.96 18.01 14.84 7.14 4.85 3.50 1.79
SNR > 50 V neps > 100 0.97 0.96 14.59 12.24 6.18 4.28 3.13 1.66
Nobs > 100 0.97 0.96 10.96 9.46 5.00 3.53 2.63 1.44
SNR > 50 0.98 0.97 7.46 6.42 3.43 247 189 1.12
SNR > 50 A neps > 100 0.98 0.98 383 364 226 1.71 138 0.90

NoOTE—*Accuracy’ stands for the general three class accuracy, and both ‘QSO F1’ and ‘ac-
curacy’ describe the test data results for a given setup of data cuts. SNR cut is applied to
the g-band only. Boldface shows the suggested setup.
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Figure 6. Same as fig. 3 but for XGB classification us-
ing Astromer classification, ZTF g-band median magnitudes,
and WISE features. This model is used for inference in the
final catalog.

photometric redshifts are available for 33% of the QZO
objects with matching W[1-4] bands from AlWISE.

WISE coverage equals 41% and 77% for the inference
and training data, respectively. The difference might
constitute a problem, if the missing features are due to a
missing sky coverage in inference data, while ML model
learns on the ZTF and SDSS cross-matched footprint
that missing WISE features are due to their physics and
not being visible in the WISE infrared observations. We
consider predictions from two XGB models, one taught
on light curve classification and ZTF median magnitude,
and a second one with WISE features added. The sec-
ond model is the one which we use to create the QZO
catalog. Among the objects with no WISE observations,
and using the same cuts as in the case of QZO catalog,
there are 2.8M objects classified as quasars by both of
these models. However, there are also 0.656M objects
classified as QSOs only by the model which does not
use WISE features, and 0.31M objects classified as such
only by the model which includes the WISE features, de-
spite the fact that WISE data are only missing entries
in this comparison. It is not obvious which one of these
smaller samples should be accepted. The model without
WISE features performs worse generally, but the model
with WISE features can fail due to a misinterpretation
of a meaning of missing WISE features. In the published
files, described in Appendix A, we published the 0.31M
sample as part of the QZO catalog, and the 0.65M sam-
ple in the file containing all objects classified as QSOs
by any of the two ML models.

The difference between training and inference data in
WISE coverage, as well as in distribution of magnitude
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Figure 7. Feature importance from XGB models trained
on binary QSO vs non-QSO classification problem, using the
ZTF g-band data with included features from the other sur-
veys. Top: ZTF training sample and processing of missing
features, bottom: subsample of objects detected by every sur-
vey, with all the features present. pic(QSO) stands for the
ZTF light curves based QSO classification probability.

and number of observations (Fig. 1), can be taken into
account to calibrate the QSO F1 score of the final cata-
log. The score can be calculated on the training data as
a function of variables of interest, and then calibrated
using an inference distribution of these variables. It can
be achieved by cross-matching our full catalog back with
SDSS, analyzing the quality of predictions on the train-
ing subset, and then calibrating the scores for any given
subset of the catalog. We focus on describing the differ-
ences between the training and inference data, and how
these affect the inference quality, while leaving the cali-
bration efforts to any particular use case of our catalog.

5. PALOMAR SPECTROSCOPY

80
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|zspec - zpredl — 0. 14
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Figure 8. Predicted redshift estimates, zpred, for the XGB
model trained on ZTF x WISE data, vs spectroscopic red-
shift, zspec, limited to QSOs with at least 20 observation
epochs. The model uses WISE magnitudes and colors, as
well as ZTF g-band magnitude.
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the ZTF g-band data with XGB trained on ZTF and WISE
features, as a function of minimum QSO classification prob-
ability, and grouped for different data cuts.
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Table 5. List of random three SDSS galaxies and stars at ZTF g-band magnitude limit and number of observation epochs
higher than 100, classified as AGN by our deep learning model.

SDSS ZTF notes
name z class AGN galaxy star light curve
(1) 2 3 (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
J224649.18+132545.9 0.23 galaxy 45.8% 39.1% 15.1% fig. 11 b  AGN; early-type galaxy with weak [N 1I]
J230105.96+275256.4 0.28 galaxy 48.3% 35.5% 16.2% fig. 11 e  AGN; early-type galaxy with weak [N I
J004038.40+160949.9 0.29 galaxy 99.7% 0.3% 0.1% fig. 11 ¢ AGN; broad Ha emission
J002411.35-003310.9 - star  60.5% 3.5% 36.1% fig. 12 b K5 star; Mglb and NaD absorption
J155654.474210719.0 - star  71.5% 9.7% 18.9% fig. 12 e CV; with strong Balmer emission
J185111.244174645.7 - star  74.1% 2.5% 23.4% fig. 12 g F9 star; Mglb and NaD absorption

NoTE—First two objects were observed at Palomar on 2024 Sep 11 by Daniel Stern, with 2x1200s exposure time, and clear

1.3 arcsec seeing.

We randomly selected six sources with conflicting
SDSS and ZTF light curve classifications as a pilot pro-
gram at Palomar Observatory on a night assigned for
other science. The sample included three sources iden-
tified by SDSS as galaxies based on their spectra and
three sources identified by SDSS as Galactic. All six
were classified as AGN by our model. Table 5 presents
these six sources, and they can be also identified in fig-
ures 11 and 12. All three SDSS Galactic sources were
clearly Galactic based on the SDSS spectra, while one
of the SDSS inactive galaxies was clearly active based
on the SDSS spectrum.

We obtained optical spectroscopic follow-up of the
other two extragalactic sources identified as inactive by
SDSS, but active from the machine learning analysis of
their ZTF light curves. The observations were obtained
using the Double Spectrograph (DBSP, Oke & Gunn
1982) on the 5m Hale telescope at Palomar Observatory
on UT 2024 September 11, which was a photometric
night with ~ 1”3 seeing. For both sources, we obtained
two exposures of 1200 s using the 175 slit, the 600 line
blue grating (blazed at 4000 A), the 5500 A dichroic,
and the 316 line red grating (blazed at 7500 A). The
slits were aligned at the parallactic angle and the data
were reduced using standard techniques within IRAF.

The Palomar spectra of both sources are dominated
by stellar populations, showing early-type galaxies with
strong absorptions from calcium H and K, the G-band,
Mglb, and NaD, as well as prominent 4000 A breaks.
Both galaxies also show weak [N II] 6584 emission, in-
dicative of a buried AGN. The SDSS spectra also show
weak evidence for this nitrogen emission, which is con-
firmed by the Palomar data. No other strong emission
lines are evident. As shown in Table 5, our model pro-

vides a probabilistic likelihood for a source being active,
rather than the binary SDSS classifications. The two
sources were predicted to be active at the 46-48% like-
lihood, and inactive at the 36-39% likelihood. Their
ZTF light curves show variability by a few tenths of a
magnitude since 2019 (fig. 11, panels b and e), which is
somewhat surprising since the spectroscopy implies they
are heavily buried, or type-2, AGN. Their optical light is
expected to be dominated by their stellar populations.
Indeed, the two galaxies have WISE W1-W2 colors of
0.25-0.28, indicating that their mid-IR emission are also
dominated by their stellar populations (e.g., Stern et al.
2012).

The third SDSS galaxy candidate, J004038.40+160949.9,

was classified with a 99.7% likelihood of being active
and has varied by ~ 0.8 mag since 2019. The SDSS
spectrum, though classified as a starburst galaxy, shows
clear broad Ha emission and thus was not re-observed
with Palomar. The first SDSS Galactic candidate,
J155654.474+210719.0, shows minimal variability other
than a strong flare in early 2020. The SDSS spectrum
shows strong hydrogen Balmer emission and is correctly
classified as a cataclysmic variable. The ML classifier
identified this source with an 18.9% likelihood of being
Galactic and a 71.5% likelihood of being a quasar. The
other two stars show minimal variability, < 0.2 mag,
and are clearly normal Galactic stars based on their
SDSS spectroscopy.

In summary, from this small sample, all three sources
identified as Galactic by SDSS but as quasars by the ML
algorithm were indeed Galactic, while all three sources
identified as inactive galaxies by SDSS but as quasars
by the machine learning algorithm were indeed active.



ZTF QSO CATALOG 13

6. CONCLUSION

We publish a catalog of reliable QSO candidates based
on time domain observations, created using deep learn-
ing classification of ZTF light curves with a transformer
model, and then ensembled by XGB with WISE sur-
vey data. The high quality sample consists of 4,849,574
QSOs, with an estimated QSO F1 score of 97%. For 33%
of QZO objects, with available WISE data, we publish
redshifts with estimated error Az/(1 + z) = 0.14. We
show the superiority of light curve based classification
over static griz magnitudes and colors, and we reach
similar classification capabilities to the WISE and Gaia
surveys. However, both WISE and Gaia gain a signif-
icant improvement when optical light curves are added
into their classifications. We also show that the ZTF
light curve classifications are the most important fea-
tures for QSO detection. In the case of red point-like
objects detectable by both the Gaia and WISE surveys,
W1 — W2 is the most important feature, but the addi-
tion of light curve classification also improves the clas-
sification. We find that given at least 50 observation
epochs, the QSO F1 scores deteriorate by 10pp between
the objects at 5o SNR magnitude limit g ~ 20.8 and
the faintest data points at g ~ 21.5. We robustly clas-
sify objects fainter than the magnitude limit by requir-
ing g < ngps/80 + 20.375. At the ZTF 3 day median
cadence, a > 900 days time span is required to obtain a
QSO F1 score higher than 90%. However, at the highest
available time span of 1800 days, even a 12 day median
cadence can provide similar results. Additionally, even a
500 day time span or 30 day median cadence can provide
results higher than 80%.

We perform the analysis with the pre-trained As-
tromer transformer model. We show that the deep learn-
ing methods are necessary to fully optimize the classifi-
cation with time-domain data. We successfully re-train
the transformer model from ZTF DRI10, on which it
was originally trained, to DR20, and also successfully
perform transfer learning from the ZTF g- to r-band.
The usage of a pre-trained model significantly lowers the
computational time, and our approach of re-training the
encoder twice, first in the semi-supervised way on longer
light curves, and then in the supervised manner to the
SDSS classification, further improves the cores and the
final training time, especially considering a vast number
of re-training experiments performed. The Astromer is
limited to a maximum of 200 observation epochs per
light curve, and we show that the scores might improve
further with longer inputs. Therefore, we conclude that
our work might still not fully exploit the ZTF capabili-
ties.

The analysis of a small sample of incorrectly classified
light curves shows that the ZTF classification can even
correct misclassified SDSS objects. Considering this,
and the high scores obtained by our models, the next
steps of the analysis involve a more nuanced approach
to the QSO light curves. The possibilities include a su-
pervised and unsupervised classification of QSOs and
their subtypes, as well as a fully unsupervised search for
anomalies with deep learning, using the 4.8M of objects
from the QZO catalog.

A very important aspect of our analysis is that it was
performed on real time domain data, which are irregu-
larly sampled and span a wide range of available obser-
vation epochs. Our results show how much information
can be extracted from the time domain surveys with
deep learning. We make important conclusions from
processing of the time domain data with deep learning,
which can be used to help design future large time do-
main surveys. The catalog is ready for numerous QSO
applications, and provides an important step towards
a systematic search of electromagnetic counterparts to
the gravitational wave events embedded in QSO accre-
tion disks.
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Table 6. Columns present in the catalog files.

name description
1) (2)
1D ZTF indentifier
ra right ascension
dec declination
n_obs number of ZTF observation epochs
is_duplicate flag indicating duplicated light curves
mag_median ZTF g-band median magnitude
p-[galaxy, QSO, star] classification probabilities
p-WISE_[galaxy, QSO, star] classifications with added WISE data
redshift redshift estimate

NoTE—Redshift estimate is based on WISE W/[1-4] bands, and its pres-
ence indicates wether WISE data was is available for a given object.
The train data predictions have no ZTF identifiers and duplicate flags.

APPENDIX

A. PUBLISHED FILES

We publish the QZO catalog in the QZO.cswv file, which includes 4,849,574 objects and columns as described in table
6, excluding the duplicate objects flag. The classifications are based on XGB models trained on ZTF g-band median
magnitude and light curves classification with transformer model, as well as WISE W[1-4] magnitudes and colors. The
photo-zs are based on ZTF g-band magnitude and WISE magnitudes and colors. We remove duplicated ZTF light
curves by removing objects which within the full ZTF catalog have at least one neighbor within 1” with more ZTF
observation epochs. The final number of quasars was achieved with magnitude, number of observation epochs, and
minimum quasar classification probability cuts, such that g < ngps/80 + 20.375, and pgso > 0.9, where pgso is XGB
classification probability for the quasar class. The photo-zs are available for 35% of these objects, depending on the
availability of WISE observations.

In the file ZTF_all_ QSO.csv, we publish the same columns from table 6, for 78,078,450 objects classified as QSOs
by at least one of the two XGB models with and without WISE features. There are no cuts applied, and there are no
duplicates removed. 26% of objects are marked with the duplicates flag.

We publish the train data predictions in the file train.csv. The file contains 2,588,221 records, with ZTF ID and
duplicates flag missing. Picking the longest light curve for each SDSS object removes ZTF duplicates.

B. MISCLASSIFIED LIGHT CURVES

Figures 10, 11 and 12 show ZTF g-band light curves of QSOs, galaxies and stars, respectively, classified as QSOs
by the XGB model based on the transformer classifications and g-band median magnitude. This qualitative analysis
is based on a small sample of light curves, but shows interesting results. Stars classified as quasars are variable but
not periodic, while galaxies classified as quasars can be actually SDSS misclassified AGNs. The QSOs misclassified as
galaxies and stars generally show low amplitude variability.
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Figure 10. Random QSO ZTF g-band light curves correctly classified as QSOs by the transformer, sorted by redshift.
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11. Random galaxy ZTF g-band light curves classified as QSOs by the transformer, sorted by redshift.
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Figure 12. Random star ZTF g-band light curves incorrectly classified as QSOs by the transformer, sorted by redshift.
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