2502.14124v1 [astro-ph.HE] 19 Feb 2025

arxXiv

CRISTINA ANDRADE,! RAIYAH ALSERKAL,>? LuIs SALAZAR MANZANO,*® EMMA MARTIN,! IGOR ANDREONI,

DRAFT VERSION FEBRUARY 21, 2025
Typeset using IATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

The Effect of Vera C. Rubin Observatory Cadence Selections on Kilonova Detectability

MicHAEL W. COUGHLIN,! NIDHAL GUESSOUM,®> AND LILIANA RIVERA SANDOVAL®

LSchool of Physics and Astronomy, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455, USA
2 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Sussex, Brighton, BN1 9RH, UK
3 Department of Physics, American University of Sharjah, PO Box 26666, Sharjah, UAE
4 Department of Astronomy, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109, USA
5 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Texas Rio Grande Valley, Brownsville, Texas 78520, USA
6 Joint Space-Science Institute, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA
" Department of Astronomy, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA
8 Astrophysics Science Division, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Mail Code 661, Greenbelt, MD 20771, USA
9 University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC 27514, USA

ABSTRACT

The discovery of the optical/infra-red counterpart (AT2017gfo) to the binary neutron star
gravitational-wave detection (GW170817), which was followed by a short gamma-ray burst
(GRB170817), marked a groundbreaking moment in multi-messenger astronomy. To date, it remains
the only confirmed joint detection of its kind. However, many experiments are actively searching for
similar fast-fading electromagnetic counterparts, known as kilonovae. Fortunately, the Vera C. Rubin
Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) provides excellent prospects for identifying
kilonova candidates either from, or independent of, gravitational-wave and gamma-ray burst triggers.
Cadence choices for LSST surveys are especially important for maximising the likelihood of kilonovae
detections. In this work, we explore the possibility of optimizing Rubin Observatory’s ability to detect
kilonovae by implementing a fast transient metric shown to be successful with an existing wide field
survey, e.g. the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF). We study existing LSST cadences, how detection
rates are affected by filter selections, the return timescales for visits of the same area in the sky, and
other relevant factors. Through our analysis, we have found that employing baseline cadences and
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utilizing triplet families like presto_gap produced the highest likelihood of kilonova detection.

1. INTRODUCTION

Multi-messenger astronomy is the exploration of the
universe through the interpretation of a combination
of cosmic signals, including electromagnetic radiation,
gravitational waves, neutrinos, and cosmic rays (Bar-
tos & Kowalski 2017). Black hole-neutron star and bi-
nary neutron star mergers are areas of particular interest
in multi-messenger astronomy, as they produce poten-
tially detectable gravitational-wave signals, in addition
to electromagnetic ones. These systems and associated
phenomena give insight into stellar binary evolution and
are favorable sites for the production of heavy elements
(Pian 2021); detections of these phenomena also pro-
vide prospects to constrain the neutron star equation of
state (e.g., Metzger 2017) as well as the Hubble Con-
stant (e.g., Coughlin et al. 2020).

* Neil Gehrels Fellow

When two neutron stars merge, or, potentially, when
a neutron star and a black hole merge, the explosion
produces an optical event called a kilonova (KN), and
it has long been theorized that this event is associated
with short gamma-ray bursts and part of the result-
ing “afterglow” electromagnetic radiation at lower en-
ergies/frequencies (Li & Paczyn ski 1998). Early pre-
dictions of optical counterparts to neutron star mergers
were supported by a potential KN detected following a
short gamma-ray burst (GRB130603B) (Tanvir et al.
2013). However, a breakthrough in multi-messenger
astronomy occurred with the simultaneous detection
of a gravitational-wave signal (GW170817) (Abbott et
al. 2017) and electromagnetic multi-wavelength emis-
sion (GRB170817) (Abbott et al. 2017); this event
had all the characteristics expected from a binary neu-
tron star merger, including an optical and near-infrared
counterpart (AT2017gfo), known as a kilonova (Coul-
ter et al. 2017). Optimizing identification methods for
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these events, particularly their optical parts, offers an
opportunity to study the astrophysical heavy-element
nucleosynthesis as well as merger-driven mass ejections
(Barnes 2020; Toivonen et al. 2024).

The most common way to search for kilonovae (KNe),
and similar fast-fading transients, is through follow-up
observations of GRB and GW triggers. When such a
signal is detected, an announcement is sent through
the global network of observatories, and observations
are then attempted in other bands; from UV to Radio
(Abbott et al. 2016; Chaudhary et al. 2024). Although
this was successful in the case of GW170817, wide-field
surveys can potentially make detections independent of
GRB and GW triggers (Andreoni et al. 2021a); this is
potentially a more difficult task because fast fading tran-
sients are hard to discover.

The Vera C. Rubin Observatory is an optical obser-
vatory being built in north-central Chile to execute its
10-year Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST). Its
mission is to probe the universe for dark energy and
dark matter, take an inventory of the solar system, ex-
plore the transient optical sky, and map the Milky Way
(Ivezic et al. 2019; Lochner et al. 2022; Hernitschek &
Stassun 2021). The LSST is a general term used to de-
scribe a set of surveys performed over 10 years; they
include Wide-Fast-Deep (WFD), which is the main sur-
vey, Deep Drilling Fields (DDFs), as well as additional
mini-surveys with varied sky regions or survey parame-
ters (Bianco et al. 2021; Li et al. 2021; Gris et al. 2023).
It will image approximately 20,000 square degrees of the
sky in 6 photometric filters (u, g, r, i, z, y) (Jones et al.
2020) with its wide field view of 9.6 deg? and a 3.2 Gi-
gapixel camera (Ivezic et al. 2019).

Amongst other science cases, LSST provides excellent
opportunities to detect KNe. This can take a few forms.
One possibility is the follow-up of gravitational-wave
candidates. Andreoni et al. (2022) detailed potential
target-of-opportunity strategies. Another possibility is
serendipitous detections of kilonovae. Andreoni et al.
(2021a) introduced a variety of metrics to support this
study, including one based on an algorithm in produc-
tion for the Zwicky Transient Facility (Andreoni et al.
2021b; Clarke et al. 2024) to find fast transients, which
relies on finding objects fading faster than 0.3 mag per
day in at least one passband. We note that this is a very
generic filter designed to find all kinds of fast transients,
beyond kilonovae, including fast blue optical transients,
gamma-ray burst afterglows, shock breakout, etc.

For KNe or other objects/phenomena, detection is not
the only goal of observational studies. It is important
that kilonovae (or other) candidates found by surveys
(Rubin Observatory or others) can be characterized in

real time so that follow-up observations can confirm
their nature (Bonito et al. 2023; Prisinzano et al. 2023;
Criscienzo et al. 2023). In this paper, we expand on pre-
vious studies to examine how filter selection and cadence
strategies influence kilonova detection while also consid-
ering the impact of population variability on characteri-
zation. This is especially important as KNe are expected
to appear mostly red and, importantly, fade slower in
red/near-IR bands than in bluer bands (Smartt et al.
2017). All of this builds upon infrastructure developed
by the LSST project and the broader community to ca-
dences around various optimized science goals (Bianco
et al. 2021; Raiteri et al. 2021).

We use simulated surveys to analyze how KNe de-
tection rates vary with different filter selections, and
whether they improve when red/near-infrared filters are
used more often. We employ metrics designed to flag
transient detection as well as ones that identify fast-
fading transient based on their flux evolution (see §2.2).
We also use the existing TgapsMetric from Bellm et al.
(2022) to explore the effect of time gaps between ob-
servations of the same area in the sky on transient dis-
covery. Additionally, we study the variation of popu-
lation on detection (Ragosta et al. 2024). We perform
these studies on modified LSST baseline cadences, as
well as surveys from existing LSST cadence families, par-
ticularly baseline, rolling, triplets, long gaps no
pairs and suppress repeats cadences from the v2.0,
v2.1, and v3.0 survey strategy releases, and observe their
effectiveness at detecting KNe. We include in some of
our simulations the draft of the v3.0 survey strategies
(v2.99) and the v3.3 through v3.6 that had been released
at the time of writing.

2. METHODS

The Rubin Observatory is currently designing a
scheduling system that can respond swiftly to unex-
pected events and can be optimized throughout the sur-
vey. The Operations Simulator (Opsim) was developed
by the Rubin team to generate simulations of the 10-
year survey and its field selection and image acquisition
process (Delgado et al. 2014). They routinely provide
new sets of Opsims runs, organized in “families,” with
modifications made as a response to recommendations
from various optimization studies (Jones et al. 2020).
Each Opsims survey strategy differs in the parameters
specified; the footprint family, for example, modifies
the survey footprint (Bianco et al. 2021). The Rubin
Observatory team has also released the Metric Analy-
sis Framework (MAF), an open-access software package
that allows the creation of metric calculations associated



Kilonova(e) Injected Luminosity Mayn Muyind 6 10)
model(s) KNe  Distance [Mpc] [Mo] [deg] [deg]
Single model 5 x 10° 10 - 600 GW170817 GW170817 GW170817 GW170817
GW170817 GW170817
Single ¢ population 5 x 10° 10 - 1400 Optimistic ~ Optimistic Full variation GW170817
Pessimistic Pessimistic
GW170817 GW170817 0, 25.8, 36.9, 45.6,
6 space population 5 x 10° 10 - 1400 Optimistic ~ Optimistic 53.1, 60.0, 66.4, Full variation
Pessimistic Pessimistic 72.5, 78.5, 84.3, 90
GW170817 GW170817 0, 15, 30,
¢ space population 5 x 10° 10 - 1400 Optimistic ~ Optimistic Full variation 45, 60,
Pessimistic Pessimistic 75, 90

Table 1: Injection and model parameters used in each of our simulation scenarios. The grid values for 8 are 0, 25.8,
36.9, 45.6, 53.1, 60.0, 66.4, 72.5, 78.5, 84.3, and 90 degrees, and for ¢ are 0, 15, 30, 45, 60, 75, and 90 degrees.

with specific scientific goals, and each metric is used to
evaluate existing survey simulations (Jones et al. 2014).
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Figure 1: This histogram presents a preliminary com-
parison of LSST’s six photometric filters using an initial
simulated cadence. The goal of this test was to deter-
mine which bandpass, when paired with a detection met-
ric, yields the highest kilonovae recovery efficiency.

The results in this project’s simulations were obtained
using the LSST LINCC JupyterHub platform ', where

L https://lsst.dirac.dev/

we were granted access to LSST simulation strategies
and metrics. We use the most recent Opsim cadence
simulations to study how effective various LSST cadence
options are at KNe discovery.

The process for assessing LSST sensitivity to fast
transients begins by injecting numerous light curves
of merger events, from a grid of models described
in Bulla (2019) and Dietrich et al. (2020) — see
§2.1. Then, with the kneMetrics function, we ex-
plore the extent to which survey parameters, includ-
ing the adoption of red/near-IR filters, of varied re-
turn times, and of other factors defined by recent LSST
cadences, allow cadence simulations to better detect
the associated KNe. The cadence used as the fidu-
cial strategy for our preliminary simulations is the
baseline_nexp2_v1.7.1 cadence as seen in Fig. 1. For
the following simulations, we used the baseline_v2.1
cadence. The existing TgapMetric (Bellm et al. 2022),
from lsst.sims.maf.metrics.TgapsMetric, was uti-
lized to calculate the time gap lengths between observa-
tions of the same area in the sky in each cadence simu-
lation.

2.1. Kilonova Light Curves

In our analysis, light curves were injected into simu-
lated Opsim cadences (see Table 1), and we evaluated
the efficiency of the Rubin Observatory for KNe detec-
tions in the surveys. The theoretical light curve model
that re-constructs the kilonova was taken from Dietrich
et al. (2020), which uses the POSSIS (Bulla 2019) Monte
Carlo radiative transfer code. This is an axially sym-
metric model characterized by two ejecta mass compo-
nents: Mgy, and Myng. The dynamical ejecta mass
M gyy is lanthanide-rich in composition and distributed
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within an angle +¢ around the merger plane. The disk
wind ejecta mass My ing is released after the merger
and is lanthanide-free in composition and distributed
at higher latitudes. Dynamical ejecta, which is rich in
lanthanides, heavier r-process elements, has high opac-
ity that traps radiation, leading to a redder and longer-
lasting kilonova signal. In contrast, disk wind ejecta,
which is lanthanide-free, consists of lighter r-process el-
ements, resulting in lower opacity and a bluer, faster-
fading optical counterpart (Tanvir et al. 2017). In ad-
dition to these three parameters (Mayn, Muying and ¢),
a fourth one on which this model is varied is the ob-
server viewing angle 6. We suggest referring to Figure
1 of (Bulla 2019) for a graphical diagram of the two-
component KN model.

For the first set of simulations (first row of Table
1), we injected 5 x 105 light curves distributed uni-
formly in the volume defined by the luminosity distance
range 10600 Mpc and using a model with parameters
Mayn = 0.005 Mg, Mying = 0.050 Mg, ¢ = 30° and
6 = 25.8° that approximate AT2017gfo (Andreoni et al.
2021a). The simulations run with these parameters will
be referred to as Single Model simulations.

For the study on how varying KNe parameters affects
detection (see 3.3), we applied the second to fourth row
of Table 1, injecting 5 x 10® light curves out to a lu-
minosity distance of 1400 Mpc. In this case, we con-
sidered three population scenarious using a variety of
model parameter values with the aim of representing a
KNe population. In each of them, we included KNe
with optimistic, pessimistic, and GW170817-like ejecta
masses. The optimistic and pessimistic masses chosen
are physically realistic according to numerical relativ-
ity simulations. In the aforementioned scenario, “pes-
simistic” and “optimistic” are defined as favorable or
unfavorable to detection. The optimistic masses, both
Mgyn (0.02 Mg) and Mying (0.070, 0.080, 0.090 Mg),
are larger in value which makes the KNe particularly
bright; while the pessimistic masses Mgy, (0.005 Mg)
and Myinq (0.010, 0.020, 0.030 M) are smaller making
fainter light curves. The first scenario of the second set
of simulations includes a kilonova viewed from 11 an-
gles uniformly distributed in cos(), all cases set with a
lanthanide-rich composition opening angle ¢ of 30°. In
the second and third scenarios, we explore the parame-
ter space of 8 or ¢, respectively, while fully varying the
other angle (¢ or #) as allowed by the model grid (see
the last two columns of Table 1).

2.2. Metrics

Providing appropriate metric criteria is necessary for
defining/determining when a KNe will be (or said to be)

discovered in a sky survey or simulation. In the first part
of this study, a set of metrics is taken from kneMetrics
and its KNePopMetric functions, which have 7 individual
metrics that were developed for transient detection cri-
teria (see below). A detailed description of the detection
criteria for each metric is given below (from Andreoni
et al. (2021a)):

e multi_detect: 2 or more transient detections.

— multi_color_detect: 2 or more detections
with at least 2 filters.

— red_color_detect: 2 or more detections
with at least 2 red filters (i,z,y).

— blue_color_detect: 2 or more detections
with at least 2 blue filters (u,g,r).

e ztfrest_simple: detections are made when
sources are found to be rising faster than 1 mag
day~! and fading faster than 0.3 mag day—!.

— ztfrest_simple_red: applied only to red
(i,z,y) bands

— ztfrest_simple_blue: applied only to blue
(u,g,r) bands.

The multi_detect and related metrics follow stan-
dard transient detection criteria, 2 or more transient
detections, which provides information on the celestial
coordinates of a source, whereas the ztfrest_simple
and related metrics detection criteria allow for proper
source characterization, i.e., KNe discovery. ZTFReST
metrics are taken from studies made by the ZTF Real-
time Search and Triggering (ZTFReST) project, which is
dedicated to optimizing fast-fading transient discovery
(Andreoni et al. 2021b). In particular, ztfrest_simple
is designed for KNe discovery. Simple detection may be
appropriate for gravitational-wave follow-ups but is not
effective in regular fast transient surveys (Andreoni et al.
2021a), thus additional photometric criteria to separate
KNe from other transients may be required.

We also employed the TgapMetric from
lsst.sims.maf .metrics.TgapsMetric to understand
how KNe detections are affected by the return times
between observations in the same area of the sky. Most
Rubin Observatory cadences consist of pairs of visits
that occur in the same night and are separated by ap-
proximately 30 minutes, with a return visit after a few
days. Current visit separations provide little constraint
on temporal evolution within a night, and ideal cadences
for transient discovery and similar variability character-
ization would be uniform in log(time) and sensitive to
variations on all timescales (Bellm et al. 2022).



2.3. LSST Cadences

In this paper, we study how effective the most re-
cent LSST strategies, or cadences, are at detecting KNe.
They consist of a set of strategy variations, all of which
evolve from the previous releases (v1.5 to v1.7.1). The
survey simulations v1.5 and v1.7.1 heavily focused on
the metrics discussed in the previous section. The ver-
sions that followed, versions 2.0, 2.1, 2.99, 3.0 and v3.2
survey simulations, placed emphasis on other variables
as well as the metrics. At the time of writing, versions
3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 baseline cadences were released and
studied. We study all the available families in the v2.0
and v2.1 survey strategies, with special focus on the
families designed for transient science; the baseline,
rolling, triplets and long gaps no pairs families.
Given some of our preliminary findings, we paid partic-
ular attention to the suppress repeats family for our
populations study.

The retro simulations are intended to provide a
bridge from v1.X to v2.X baseline simulation editions,
introducing modifications to the footprint and sched-
uler code separately and in stages. This provides
a gradual change in factors in the cadence families.
The retro cadence within the baseline family al-
lows the reader to understand the potential changes
in their metric results from the v1.0 series of runs
to the v2.0 by incorporating priority variables from
the baseline. Baseline_retrofoot is very similar to
baseline_v2.0; however, it uses the v1.7 footprint. Ad-
ditionally, retro_baseline is similar to v1.7, but it re-
moves the rolling cadence.

The idea behind rolling cadences is to divide the
footprint area into regions, and to enhance the sampling
rate one region at a time, at the expense of decreasing
the sampling rate in the other regions. This cadence
family concentrates observations on subsets of the sky
for specific periods, allowing for improved temporal reso-
lution in those regions. Thus, it provides the best means
of allocating additional observations into the 2 hours
to 1 night return time window critical for rapid discov-
ery of fast-evolving transients. Cadences with a rapid
timescale is a significant parameter for fast-transients
(Feigelson et al. 2023). This family covers many cadence
variations, arranged primarily by the level of impact of
the rolling cadence, i.e. least to most. The no_roll
cadence, as its name indicates, has no rolling cadence.
Moreover, there are variations on the number of stripes
(2, 3, or 6), the areas of the sky (WFD only or the ad-
ditional bulge WFD-area, etc.), and the strength of the
rolling (50, 80, or 90%). In the rolling cadence runs,
“rw” refers to “rolling weight,” or how much emphasis
is put on the rolling cadence. The baseline_v2.0 has
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a 2-band rolling cadences, and for this season performs
similarly to the rolling ns2_rw0.9.

The presto cadences fall under the triplets family;
they add a third visit within each night, repeating one
of the filters used in the initial pair. This family was
proposed by Bianco et al. 2019 with the aim of adding
brightness change in the same filter to the color informa-
tion given by the initial pair. The main variation within
this family is the time interval between the first pair of
visits and the third visit, which could increase detection
(Alves et al. 2023; Schwamb et al. 2023).Presto_gap ca-
dence family names indicate the time between visits in
the header. For instance, presto_gapl.5_v2.0_10yrs
specifies triples spaced 1.5 hours apart (g+r, r+i, i+z),
while presto_gap2.0_v2.0_10yrs uses a 2.0-hour spac-
ing. The presto_gap cadences always take triplets
while presto_half_gap only half of the time. The stan-
dard runs of this family take the initial pairs in succes-
sive filters (g+r, r+i, i+z) while in the gap_mix runs the
pair of filters are more spaced (g+i, r+z, i+y). There
are also long_gaps runs within this family that use even
longer separations.

For our population study, we tested the effect of the
long gaps no pairs family. This family extends the
revisit time between the pair of visits, originally sepa-
rated by 33 minutes, from 2 to 7 hours. In some ca-
dences, the long gaps are applied throughout the whole
survey while in other cadences they start on year 5. In
the baseline cadence, some fields are observed more
than 2 times within the same night; the suppress
repeats family was proposed to redistribute these addi-
tional visits into different nights. For this family, a basis
function is added to the Rubin scheduler algorithm, and
is characterized by a suppression factor that indicates
how strong the influence on the scheduler is.

2.3.1. Basline Cadence Family

The difference between the previous strategies and
the v2.0 run is that the WFD survey now includes a
low-dust-extinction area and a Galactic Plane extension,
which increases the WFD footprint by 15% (Team 2022)
. Versions 2.0 and v2.1 feature a survey footprint with
expanded dust-free area. The WFD area-level visits in
the Galactic Bulge and Magellanic Clouds, coverage of
the Northern Ecliptic Spur, South Celestial Pole, and
remainder of the Galactic Plane is maintained, at lower
levels (Team 2023). Filter balance is modified in differ-
ent areas of the sky.

Following, we focus on the evolution of the baseline
cadence family. The v2.99 cadences are drafts of the v3.0
survey strategy which includes recommendations from
the Survey Cadence Optimization Committee (SCOC)
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Phase 1 and Phase 2 ((Team 2022), (Team 2023)). The
v3.0 survey strategy expended the WFD survey foot-
print to include the Virgo Cluster and enhanced cov-
erage of the Galactic Plane. The time spent in deep
drilling fields increased to 6.5% of survey time and the
u-band visits improved through a change to a single
30 second exposure. This version also introduced the
triplet survey mode on top of a rolling weight which
added a third visit every 6 nights for science with short
timescales.

As we transition to v3.2, we see changes to the
triplet survey mode which is now triggered every 3
nights instead of 6. The evolution of the baseline survey
cadence from v3.2 to v3.3 involved a significant update
with the transition to a new set of throughput curves.
This change, which included a new set of mirror coat-
ings, had a notable impact on the survey’s observational
capabilities. While it led to improved throughput in g, r,
1, z and y filters, it also resulted in a decrease in through-
put in the u-band. This shift in throughput affected the
depth of observations, particularly in the u-band, with
a noticeable drop of about 0.2 mag.

Subsequent investigations of other cadences, notably
in v3.4, focused on further understanding the effects
of changes in u-band exposure time and filter balance
(Bricman et al. 2023). Version 3.4 saw improvements in
masking unavailable sky areas and scheduling scripted
surveys like DDFs further from twilight. Through simu-
lations varying u-band exposure time, the project aimed
to assess the sensitivity of metrics to u-band depth and
the overall impact of altering u-band depth on sur-
vey performance. A series of cadence families from
this version were simulated: good_seeing, long_u, and
bluer_indx. Although kilonova fade most slowly in
the near-IR, running cadence families like long_u con-
tributed to our understanding of the Rubin Observa-
tory’s potential to detect kilonova sooner, as early pho-
tometry of these events often occurs in the wu-band
(Smartt et al. 2017).

The most recent editions of the v3.5 and v3.6 survey
strategies for baseline implemented changes to balance
uniformity such as reducing the uniform rolling strat-
egy to 3 cycles from 4. Minor adjustments were made
to extend time spent in DDFs, but stayed within previ-
ous SCOC recommendations. We observed that changes
were made to increase exposure time in the u-band to
38 seconds per visit while limiting the number of those
visits. Version 3.6 saw a dip in survey efficiency, not
particular to KNe, by increasing downtime in Year 1
to simulate more realistic transition into full operation
and the effect of “jerk” on slew time (Team 2024). The
application of each iteration of these survey strategies

informs the optimization and implementation of obser-
vational cadences by the LSST by improving transient
detection, classification, and photometric accuracy to
maximize scientific returns from its time-domain survey
(Tio et al. 2022; Street et al. 2023; Gizis et al. 2022).

2.4. Simulating Kilonovae Detection Efficiency

We used metrics specifically designed for analyzing
kilonovae such as those represented by the KNe_lc and
KNePopMetric classes, slicers, metric bundles, and vari-
ous utility functions specific to the MAF.

The simulation procedure begins by initializing pa-
rameters for simulating kilonova events that are user
configurable. These include the minimum and maxi-
mum distances for kilonova injection (dmin and dpax),
the number of light curves to generate (n_events), and
the chosen cadence name (runName). The kilonova pa-
rameters for injection (inj_params_list) include prop-
erties such as the mass of the dynamic and wind-driven
masses (Mgyn and My;nq) and angles of interest (¢ and
#) that influence the characteristics of the generated
light curves. The angles of interest are expanded on in
Section 3.4. We take Mgy, to be 0.005 Mg and Mying
0.020 for the simulations in this paper.

Next, the script employs the generateKNPopSlicer
function to create a slicer, facilitating the placement of
a user specified number of kilonova events (n__events),
represented by light curves, using a seed to generate
random coordinates across the celestial sphere based on
the distances previously specified.

From here, the script establishes a connection to the
Rubin Observatory’s operational database (opsdb) that
contains the simulation data of the LSST survey ca-
dences.

A metric is then defined using the KNePopMetric class.
This metric calculates the detection efficiency of KNe
events in the simulated survey data. This metric object
is configured with the kilonova parameters for injection
(inj_params_list) and the list of KNe model files ob-
tained from the get_filename function.

A metric bundle is defined using the metricBundles
module, specifying the metric, slicer, SQL constraints
(if any), and options for plotting and summarizing re-
sults. This bundle encapsulates the evaluation of the
KNe detection metric for each slicer point in the survey
database.

The metric bundle group is created and executed,
which evaluates the metric for each slicer point. Sum-
mary metrics, specifically the mean metric, are de-
fined using the MeanMetric class. The script creates
a MetricBundleGroup and runs the metric calculation
and analysis for the selected cadence. For our simula-



tion, the outputLc parameter is set to False, indicat-
ing that the light curves themselves will not be output
as part of the metric calculation. The code specifies an
SQL query (as an empty string SQL) to filter the data
from the database. This can be used to select specific
subsets of the data for analysis, but in this case, no fil-
tering is applied.

baseline_v3.4_10yrs : KNePopMetric__ztfrest_simple

0.0 0.8 1.6 2.4 3.2 4.0 4.8 5.6 6.4 7.2

KNePopMetric__ztfrest_simple
(Detected, 0 or 1)

Figure 2: One of the light curve plots output by
the efficiency script for the seven different metrics
referred to in Section 2.2. This is an example of
KNePopMetric_ztfrest_simple sky map.

After the metric analysis is complete, the code uses the
plotAll function to generate the light curve plots based
on the calculated metric values as seen in Fig. 2. These
plots visualize the spatial distribution of kilonovae de-
tection efficiency across the celestial sphere. Finally, the
code writes the collected results (efficiency values) to the
output file. For the cadence specified, the script records
the minimum and maximum distances, the metric name,
the number of detected kilonovae, the total number of
injected KNe, and the calculated efficiency. Efficiency
for each cadence is calculated by dividing the number
of KNe detected by the OpSim over the total number of
kilonova injected (as seen in the second column of Table
1).

2.5. Time Gap (Tgap) Parameter Study

We also evaluate the temporal characteristics of simu-
lation cadences by examining the frequency of observa-
tion gaps between return visits to the same area in the
sky using the T-gap Metric (Bellm et al. 2022). Our use
of this metric aims to uncover any potential correlation
between the time intervals separating these return visits
and the efficacy of detecting kilonovae. Shorter revisit
intervals are valuable for capturing rapid brightness vari-
ations, aiding in the identification of fast-evolving tran-
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sients, like kilonovae and early supernova light curves.
Conversely, longer revisit intervals provide the opportu-
nity to cover more of the sky, balancing transient dis-
covery with overall survey efficiency.

Two metrics, TgapsMetric and TgapsPercentMetric,
are employed to analyze time gaps between observa-
tions. The TgapsMetric calculates the distribution of
time gaps between consecutive observations, providing
insights into the frequency and duration of observation
gaps. The other metric, TgapsPercentMetric, offers
a different perspective by calculating the percentage of
time spent in observation gaps relative to the total ob-
servation duration. This metric offers a measure of how
efficient observing is and what amount of time gaps or
time to return to a specific spot in the sky is within a
specific cadence, indicating the proportion of time dur-
ing which no observations are made.

These metrics are applied within a loop of cadence
names and families, where the script examines if a ca-
dence contains the substring ‘Tgaps_’. Upon encoun-
tering such metrics, the make_hist function is invoked,
tailored to the specific metric, with parameters includ-
ing the metric values, a slicer object, and histogram bin
specifications. The function then returns histograms
showing the return time between observations, as in
Fig. 8.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Filters

We used simulations of the baseline cadence where
specific filters were applied to understand how filter se-
lections affect our results and to quantitatively deter-
mine the best filter for kilonovae detection. For example,
in Fig. 1, simulations labeled with prefixes such as ’g’ or
i’ indicate that the observations were made primarily
using the ’g’ or i’ filters, respectively. These simula-
tions resulted in a higher number of observations within
the corresponding filter choices. Recovery efficiencies
obtained from these simulated cadences, which involved
500,000 injected light curves, are shown in Fig. 1. In
these simulations, we employed the GW170817-like kilo-
nova model, using a luminosity distance range of 10 —
600,Mpc (as detailed in the first row of Table 1).

In our criteria, we defined red to near IR filters (i, z, y)
as “_red” and bluer filters (u, g, r) as “_blue”. In our re-
sults, all the metrics finishing with “_red” perform bet-
ter (have higher efficiencies) when red to near-infrared
bands (i, z, y) are used in the simulation, and those fin-
ishing with “_ blue” performed better when bluer bands
(u, g, r) are used, consistent with expectations for these
metrics. Moreover, it is important to highlight the fact
that the ztfrest_simple metric covered the criteria
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used in this study (focused on KNe discovery), whereas
the multi_detect metrics are normally used for simple
transient discovery and, in some cases, might be suf-
ficient to use for KNe discovery only in the case of a
GW- or GRB-trigger follow-up detection. Thus, when
determining how KNe detection rates vary with each fil-
ter, we more closely examine the results found with the
ztfrest_simple metric.

Detection rates show that i-band and r-band dom-
inated surveys yield the most KNe detections. The
i-band-dominated cadence received the highest num-
ber of ztfrest_simple detections and consequently the
highest recovery efficiency with an approximately 6%
increase from the original baseline cadence, and its
multi_detect metric results show a 7% increase in de-
tection rates from the baseline cadence. The r-band-
dominated cadence gave a slightly lower rate than the
i-band in ztfrest_simple but had a similar ~6% in-
crease from the baseline cadence. The two (r-band and
i-band) filters also outperformed the rest of the filters, as
well as the baseline cadence, when both multi_detect
and ztfrest_simple metrics prefixed and suffixed with
“ blue” for r-band observations and “_red” for i-band
observations were considered, overall indicating that
they are the optimal filters for transient and KNe dis-
coveries.

We initially hypothesized that red bands (i, z,
y) would outperform blue bands (u, g, r) in the
ztfrest_simple results, as KNe tend to fade slower in
these bands. The i-band did have the most detections,
but the z-band and the y-band did not perform as well.
The z-band cadence performed worse than the baseline
cadence in both multi_detect and ztfrest_simple
metrics but outperformed the g-band cadence by about
5% in the ztfrest_simple results. The r-band cadence
outperformed the z-band consistently. The y-band ca-
dence got significantly fewer detections than the base-
line cadence and all other filters in most of the results;
the ztfrest_simple metric made fewer detections than
most blue-band observations and performed ~74% worse
than the baseline cadence.

This is very likely a result of the interplay between
KNe brightness in the redder bands and the relatively
lesser depth in the reddest bands. Hence, the results in
each metric show lower KNe detection rates in the z-
band observations and, most significantly, in the y-band
observations. Instead, KNe detections are higher at red
wavelengths (r-band and i-band) but poorer sensitivity
in near-infrared (z and y leads to lower detection effi-
ciencies).

3.2. vl.7-v2.1 LSST families

We performed the same single-model study (see 3.1)
on existing LSST cadence families. Figure 3 show-
cases the top 10 kilonova recovery efficiencies across
29 cadences, encompassing baseline through v3.6,
presto_gap with 3 and 4 hour gaps, rolling cadences,
noroll, and retro cadences. In this figure, we use
the single model parameters with a luminosity distance
range of 10 — 600 Mpc (first row of Table 1). These
cadences were selected based on the findings in Fig. 1.

Each metric in Fig. 3 reveals a distinct pattern of ef-
ficacy. The blue_color_detect metric demonstrated
the lowest performance, which aligns with expectations
since kilonovae are most frequently detected in the red
or near-IR wavelengths rather than in blue. However,
when a rise/fall rate was applied to the blue filters, as
in ztfrest_simple_blue, the number of detected kilo-
novae increased slightly. The cadences that performed
best varied across these metrics. Notably, for metrics
restricted to blue filters (u, g, r), presto_gap4.0_v2.0
and presto_gap3.5_v2.0 outperformed the others.

For red-specific metrics, such as red_color_detect
and ztfrest_simple_red, the cadences demonstrate
higher efficiency compared to their blue counterparts.
Among the color-specific metrics, red_color_detect
performs the best, with less variability in efficacy across
different cadences. In contrast, other metrics exhibit
greater differences in performance across cadences. The
two ztfrest color metrics, ztfrest_simple_red and
its blue counterpart, perform similarly, though with
varying levels of success depending on the cadence. For
ztfrest_simple_red, the baseline_v3.4_10yrs ca-
dence detects the highest number of KNe, consistent
with results from ztfrest_simple.

All  color-specific metrics did not surpass a
1% efficiency rate. In contrast, metrics like
multi_color_detect and multi_detect, which only
require two detections, show higher efficiency values
across all cadences, reaching approximately ~4.5%, with
the rolling and presto_gap families performing par-
ticularly well. However, these metrics are not stringent
enough for kilonova identification, as they do not distin-
guish fast-fading transients from other variables. Tables
3 and 4 summarize efficiency results across all cadences
for a range of transient detection metrics, illustrating
these trends. The more selective ztfrest_simple met-
ric was designed to impose stricter criteria for kilonova
identification.

We find that, with the ztfrest_simple metric, the
baseline_v2.1 cadence has an approximate 2.3% in-
crease in number of detections from the v2.0 release
(7). Cadences that bridge the v1.7 to v2.0 differences,
like baseline_retrofoot and retro_baseline, who
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Figure 3: Recovery efficiencies produced in simulations where 500,000 total light curves were injected, ranging from
10 Mpc—600 Mpc. The data is organized by seven different metrics. The ten cadences displayed are the top 10 for the
ztfrest_simple metric, which imposes the most stringent criteria for kilonova detection. The cadences are arranged

in descending order of efficiency within this metric.

did not perform highly, decrease in number of detec-
tions by about 1.4% and 4.7%, respectively. However,
despite the lack of a rolling weight in retro_baseline,
it is more efficient than noroll. This may be due to the
old footprint placing more visits per pointing into the
low-dust WFD (see 2.3).

Looking at the rolling cadence results in Fig. 3,
the ztfrest_simple metric, rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0
outperforms the baseline_v2.1 by about 2.6%, indi-
cating that high rolling strength may be favorable for
kilonovae detections. The rolling ns2_rw0.9_v2.0
cadence has an identical observation schedule to the
baseline_2.0 and thus yields similar efficiencies. This
indicates a strong correlation between rolling weight,
return time patterns and kilonova detection efficiency.
The list of efficiency values can be seen in Tables 3 and
4.

The noroll cadence also makes less detections
than the baseline v2.0 and v2.1 cadences with the
ztfrest_simple metric, with a decrease from the base-
line 2.0 release of approximately 13%, another indication
that the presence of a rolling cadence improves kilonova
detections.

The final family studied in these runs and the sec-
ond best cadence family shown in Fig. 3 is presto_gap.
The importance of intra-night return visits is widely
discussed in conversations about maximizing fast tran-
sient detections. In the presto_gap cadence family,
for ztfrest_simple, detections improve as the time
between the first pair of visits and the third one in-
creases. This time gap parameter is studied in depth
in Section 3.6. A 1.5 hour gap, indicated by ca-
dence presto_gap_1.5 under-performs compared to the
baseline_v2.0, which has a single pair of visits sepa-

rated by 30 minutes, by approximately 35.1%. A 2.0
and 2.5 hour gap under-performs by 12.5% and 4.9%,
respectively. Subsequently, as the gaps are increased by
30 minutes from a 3 hour gap, the number of detec-
tions made in the ztfrest_simple metric outperforms
baseline v2.0 and increases from ~5% to ~16%. Over-
all, we see that the presto_gap cadences with the larger
gap between visits make more detections of all v2.0 ca-
dences in the ztfrest_simple metric, indicating that
kilonova detections are improved with three visits per
night and at larger time intervals between visits.

The v1.7 — v2.1 cadence analysis highlighted strate-
gies that improved kilonova detectability but was lim-
ited to a GW170817-like model. To generalize, we ex-
panded to a diverse KNe population (Section 3.3), vary-
ing ejecta properties and viewing angles. These findings
informed the v3.0 and later cadence selections (Section
3.5), which incorporated optimizations for broader tran-
sient detectability.

3.3. KNe Population

The observed optical counterpart of the GW170817
event allowed the research community to constrain the
model parameters of its associated KNe (Bulla 2019).
Even though this is, to date, the only confident KNe
detection with a gravitational-wave counterpart known,
some studies have attempted to predict the diversity of
signals from a real KNe populations (Setzer et al. 2023).
For our second set of simulations we injected three types
of KNe populations using the parameters showed in the
second, third and fourth rows of Table 1. This aims at
considering the effect of a diversity of KNe signals in the
KNe detection efficiencies for the LSST survey.

In Fig. 5, we present normalized efficiencies of all v2.0
and v2.1 runs, in addition to the v2.99 runs, for a pop-
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Figure 4: Recovery fractions of the Baseline, Rolling, Triplets, Long gaps no pairs, Suppress repeats and
v2.99 Drafts families normalized using the recovery fraction of the baseline_v2.1 run. The runs that are variations
of the same cadence are connected with dotted lines, except when the cadence only has one run. All ztfrest metrics
are considered (KNe identification) together with the simplest transient detection metric (multi_detect). These
simulations were obtained using the parameters presented in the second row of Table 1.

ulation of 5 x 10° KNe injected between 10 — 1400 Mpc,
spanning optimistic, pessimistic and GW170817 ejecta
masses, 11 different viewing angles 6, and fixed to an
angle ¢ = 30 (see second row of Table 1). From here on,
our focus is on KNe serendipitous characterization (we
use ztfrest-type metrics) but we include results for the
multi_detect metric for comparison with a transient
detection metric. The first five colors indicate the ca-
dences within the same family. The gray color indicates
all DDF-type families, the brown color indicates the rest
of v2.0 and v2.1 families and the yellow color indicates
the v2.99 cadences. We focus our attention in the first
five families since they have cadence variations tradi-
tionally optimal for transient science (Gris et al. 2023).
However the rest of families will be briefly mentioned.
Focusing our attention on the v2.0 and v2.1 ca-
dences, from Fig. 5, we see how the efficiency of
the current v2.1 baseline cadence is above average
for the ztfrest_simple, ztfrest_simple_blue and
multi_detect metrics. This reflects the suggestions
of the transient community for the development of the
current baseline cadence. However the baseline ca-
dence is still under average for the ztfrest_simple_red
metric. This is not favorable for KNe detections be-
cause Andreoni et al. (2021a) found that red-band ob-
servations are better at finding nearby KNe. The dif-
ference between the baseline and the best perform-
ing runs is around 30% for the ztfrest_simple and
ztfrest_simple_blue metric, while it is only 10% for
the multi_detect metric. The 40% difference be-
tween the baseline and the best performing run in the

ztfrest_simple_red metric is the highest within all 4
metrics.

Again for the v2.0 and v2.1 cadences, for each of the
rolling, triplets and long gaps no pairs families,
there is one cadence that consistently has runs among
the most efficient for each of the ztfrest-type metrics:
rolling ns6, presto_gap and long_gaps_np_dell.
Conversely the same set of cadences are among the worst
for the multi_detect metric. The presto_gap cadence,
depending on the specific value of its variation, can be
within the best or the worst performing cadences for
each of the ztfrest-type metrics, with a dispersion within
60% and 70% of efficiency. Most of the cadences of the
triplets family are below the baseline efficiency for the
simple and blue ztfrest metrics except for the red ztfrest
metric. We notice that the only cadence that is consis-
tently within the best performing cadences for all four
metrics is the no_repeat cadence from the suppress
repeats family.

The gray-colored cadences (DDF-type) and brown-
colored cadences have maximum efficiencies around 10-
20% above baseline depending on the ztfrest metric.
The draft cadences of the v3.0 simulations (in yel-
low) are within the most efficient cadences for all pre-
sented metrics. These for the ztfrest_simple and
ztfrest_simple_red metrics present high dispersion
but at the same time they have a run that is the
best performing of all plotted runs, while for the
ztfrest_simple_red and multi_detect the dispersion
is smaller but despite their high efficiencies they do not
have the most efficient run.



ztfrest_simple

11

multi_detect

11
¥y ¥ ¥
° §
9] ¥ ¥ ] ¥ ¥ o¥ & ¥
c { o C 10 ¥ <> © i Y- s Soomm
3 1.2 3 B R ¥ :“r ¥ 8 i)\
2 ¥EOYOR [p | et o YT oge & L3080 41 )4
o vt ¥ o id Ty ¥yy¥ 9?‘01 Rayx ¥ & $ ¥
= "% 2 % 2 ¥ 8 LS SRER IV
o LA\ @ 09 ! /R P IR R |
< 10 i‘ ':% ‘¥ 5. bt ’ ° 8 H : v & { l R
i T o b H
> RS I S 4 ret SRR RRRARERES: 1
> [ AR08 g 2 R ¥ ae 2 !
Q < g © Baseline [] { H Ro : !
8 H ® Rolling 30-9 & t H &
O ® Triplets O H Y
o 0.8 Long gaps no pairs o {
®  Suppress repeats R H
c [= i
© ® Other related families @© o7 H
[} ® DDF families (] A :
= v2.99 Drafts = LS rs
0.6 < Mean
V' Highest ‘
A Lowest 0.6 ¥ 3
g2 G RN 5 aTE PO XS T EPE LR EETT58 58 g2 N E R Bt SR E R E S B
£ gexs S5959855522588 £ £E2x5 S5959825528588
3¢ S SR gE g 5 S8 o5E832535 25 Bo0ss 38 B R dne s 550828 05E83223528, 00538
85 Qo e OIg D> 2 e R B O XS G5 20855558 50w 2, 25 Qulae D PIGE> B2 B NG G T e 2885555550005,
ugals o "o IV E5LES T So%5> ugal®s S wo ISV ESVESTY So%5>
© 2ooo0 302585588 98183508 53eeT 025> 1 B 0 S0 R802585585 2085 18558 53ew09825> 1
32 BSEBT LTS 65838 08253 ABT UETVEQ 3c 525038087 6,888 82T L3RBT 0U5TVED
= OIS w2 s @ o > S o orE5=20T ST ©83 BN = g P = ) o > S o 052903 °T ©3 SO
] aoge2922c8s ¢ T8g9% ETZTas §OU° J° o4 ] ggxeed g 5 899 & 39ET 8T g° 29
28T 8 oS 2 K} $08® L °32 S T 5> 588 05G 2< < 888w (-1 S 5 =s
8 ggzlg:m'u} 35 - g3g 2 23 El s 3 8 Hzlgc.,.'c.l a5 =1 s3g = 238 5 s 3
85285280 o 2 85 %5 5595950 S22 55 5
2 B 2 £
gs s g 2 ° gs 26 R
o c a c
o o
ztfrest_simple_blue ztfrest_simple_red
¥

Mean recovery / ref baseline

0.4

Mean recovery / ref baseline

Figure 5: Recovery fractions of the v2.0, v2.1 and v2.99 runs normalized using

presto_half_gap { Po«-------s-@-e----ap-

VO=>DANMONNOAXAXNANAZONNAS=E O EXUONATEDL VT sESTTECEEYaY VO=>NMONN x XN 2 0N NAS=—E O XUNATETDLEVTEETSCEEYAY
2NN NN G E AR TSNS B OE 05208 2 S Lo TS5 5REEe 0N o8 SN e NN e E AR TN B2 05202 2 eSS L8TC 05 ZR8E05500 0
CE SR ey S E SR e ac LG o e 6528508320552 °88% Sg58cCEEE ESES SRSy nc I NS0 e 6528308320955 5,88%
880 0ady i ol T g e > 2 G e S e e X G G 5208755585309 820 0gde o2 olal e D g e > 2 G 2 d g X G MG e 528575555580 9
| o aw & O GELTEL S 5o & O GELTELS L 5o
B0 =280y 300G RU QU R8s s TNB s I8V ECRE—DESECT305 >0 8o = g e RUQEeE 8555 RNl E I8V ECRE-OESC 0305 >0
2c P===35Y°80oc 07§02 > I O5'3T0E 00, ovSETP8T O9ETED Qc p=== oc 00 50,50l > I O05'3T®E 00, DSETUTT VETED
3 ‘-ogo.oz—umao\ol.._l.,,‘malgcag o >°n“—"‘°’| u:»"‘w;,-ﬁag ©-odT ©g5 §Q 3 © S o -..'m'mn.'gc?ﬁ& o >o_°|m0'| g“u-ﬁgg ©oT ®3 §
EEESNZa00E 8 Ea TS sS85 s °98° § 5 ; = 2g58088 5 S8o s °98° ¢ 5 d
P = © 2c o (] 3 o = > o © =c o o | 3 =} s>
= 0 oo K] So0h® - 3 @ oS e K] -3t o 3
8 S 0358240 55 =1 8838 & 28 Z s 3 8 08558245 55 5 888 2 9% & s 3
S 5895224 o5e =) S P 55922, og5e =) Su -
g2 82 § 3% 3 ge 88 £ 3% %
gs o 2 25 o H
Q < Q c
S S

the recovery fraction of the

baseline_v2.1 run. The runs that are variations of the same cadence are grouped vertically, and grouped by color all
the cadences within the same family, except for the brown and gray colors that group more than one family. Diamonds
indicate the mean of the recovery fraction within the cadence while the triangles the maximum and minimum efli-
ciencies. All ztfrest metrics are considered (KNe identification) together with the simplest transient detection metric
(multi_detect). These simulations were obtained using the parameters presented in the second row of Table 1.

Fig. 4 shows the normalized efficiencies of individual
runs for the cadences within the baseline, rolling,
triplets, long gaps no pairs and suppres repeats
families, in addition to the v2.99 runs, for the ztfrest-
type metrics and the multi_detect metric. We see that
the most recent baseline cadence (the v2.1 baseline) is
the best performing run within the baseline family for
KNe characterization. We can see that for this type of
science, the baseline cadence has been improved consis-
tently in the direction of the new LSST baseline cadence.

Regarding the rolling family, the noroll run ex-
hibits the poorest performance in all ztfrest-type met-
rics, which supports the implementation of rolling ca-
dences in the baseline strategy. Comparing the noroll
run with the baseline cadences, we see that the inclusion

of the 2-region rolling cadence added in the v2.0 and v2.1
baselines improve the efficiencies for KNe source char-
acterization by about 20% and 30%, respectively. We
see a direct correlation between the number of rolling
bands and the KNe efficiencies for the ns2 and ns6 ca-
dences, where we also see that the greater the rolling
strength, the greater the efficiency per metric is (not
valid for the ns3). The best performing cadence within
the rolling family is the ns6 cadence (as mentioned
earlier), where the ns6_rw0.9 run can have an increase
between 10% and 30% above the baseline, however we
should note that unfortunately this particular cadence
is highly susceptible to poor weather seasons.

The best performing cadence within the triplets
family is the presto_gap, specifically for ztfrest-type
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metrics. A direct correlation between efficiency per met-
ric and the separation to the third visit is observed
until a critical 3.5 hours threshold, beyond which effi-
ciency drops. The presto_gap3.5_v2.0 run shows an
increment above baseline of between 15-25% for the zt-
frest metrics. Similarly, the gap_mix cadence reflects
this correlation, but only the ztfrest_simple_red met-
ric improves over the baseline. This implies that, for
KNe characterizations, closer filters pairs (like g+r in
presto_gap) are more efficient than spaced pairs (e.g.,
g+i in presto_gap_mix), diverging from the findings
of Bianco et al. (2019) favoring pairs with greater
wavelength separation for fast transients in general.
The presto half_gap and half_gap_mix cadences mir-
ror the behavior of their gap and gap_mix cadences
counterpart, but with lower efficiencies, indicating that
triplets all the time are preferred over triplets half the
time. From the nthoff_del1827 and nthoff_dell
cadences in Fig. 4 we see that having even longer
gaps at varying frequencies does not produce an im-
provement over the baseline for all 4 metrics (only
long_gaps_nigthsoff0_delayed-1_v2.0 run produces
a small improvement). This is consistent with what was
mentioned about the decrease in efficiency after a criti-
cal value for the presto_gap cadence, consistent in turn
with the short-lived nature of KNe.

The behavior and efficiencies of the long gaps no
pairs family resemble those of the long_gaps runs in
the triplets family. However when the long gap pair
is taken every night and from the first year of the sur-
vey (long_gaps_np_nigthsoff0_delayed-1_v2.0 run)
the improvement in efficiency is around 20-30% for the
ztfrest metrics, surpassing most triplets cadences.
There is a small peak in efficiency when the long gap
pair is taken every 4 nights.

The suppress repeats is the only family with most
of its runs above the baseline level. The peaks in effi-
ciency, between 25 and 35% improvement for the ztfrest-
type metrics, are obtained for a suppression factor of
20. This implies that forcing the Rubin scheduler al-
gorithm to limit its visits to the same pointings to no
more than twice per night is the cadence modification
with the most positive impact to KNe characterizations.

Most of the v2.99 runs for the ztfrest-type met-
rics present an improvement above baseline between
10% to 20%, except for the draft_connected with
the ztfrest_simple_red for which the efficiency is
barely more efficient than the v2.1 baseline. The
roll_early_v2.99 run goes even to higher efficiencies,
for the ztfrest_simple and ztfrest_simple_blue
metrics the improvement in efficiency is between 20% to

40%, while for the ztfrest_simple_red the improve-
ment in efficiency is around 50%.

From Fig. 4, we can also see that the
ztfrest_simple_red metric breaks the trends of the
rest of ztfrest metrics for specific variations within a ca-
dence (e.g. preto_gap3.0, presto_half_gap3.5_mix,
nightsoff3_delayed-1, and no_repeat_rpw-5.0
runs). This could mean that, given the red nature
of KNe, the characterization efficiency is more sensi-
tive to changes in metrics based on red filters than to
changes in metrics based on other colors.

The families (and their cadences) that are not mainly
related with transient science are presented as an ap-
pendix in Fig. 9, in the bottom part the DDF-related
families and the rest of the families in the upper part.
Here we will only contribute to the idea that optimiz-
ing one science case can adversely impact other science
cases. This can be evidenced with cadences within the
mini-surveys and micro-survey families, as well as
with the ddf percent cadence. An inverse correlation
exist between the time allocated to mini- and micro-
surveys, as well as DDF fields, and the recovery fraction
of KNe. This emphasizes the notion that optimizing the
cadence for a specific science case can not be carried
out entirely independently of the effects on other sci-
ence cases, specially if we aim to the optimize the LSST
project as a whole.

3.4. Effects of ¢ and 0

As mentioned, the results just presented were obtained
after the injection of a population of KNe with the half-
opening angle ¢ fixed to 30° (¢ of the GW170817 kilo-
nova model). We performed the same set of simulations
for the other available ¢ angles (fourth row of Table 1).
We also injected a population of KNe spanning all the
available ¢ angles but fixed to different viewing angles
6 (third row of Table 1). In Fig. 6 we plot the non-
normalized efficiencies for different cadences, for each of
the KNe characterization metrics and for KNe popula-
tions fixed to different ¢ or 6 values.

The first row of Fig. 6 shows the behavior of the ca-
dences within the suppress repeats family for differ-
ent ¢ and 6 angles. In the upper left panel we see that
the 20% suppression factor cadence, most efficient for a
¢ fixed to 30° (recall Fig. 4), is the most efficient only
for smaller ¢ values (< 45°), while the 100% suppression
factor tends to be more efficient for larger angles. The
upper right panel of Fig. 6 shows that the 20% suppres-
sion factor is the most efficient for the ztfrest_simple
and ztfrest_simple_blue metrics independent of the
viewing angle. For the ztfrest_simple_red metric, a
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Figure 6: Recovery fractions of a sample of the v2.0 and v2.1 runs without normalization (to allow comparison
between metrics) as a function of the ¢ or 6 angle. The left panels are simulations for a population of KNe fixed to
each of the ¢ values spanning all available 6 values (see fourth row of Table 1). Conversely the right panels of the
figure were produced with a population of KNe fixed to each of the 6 values spanning all available ¢ values (see third
row of Table 1). The top panels present the efficiencies for the cadences within the suppress repeats family, while
the bottom panels present the efficiencies for the best performing cadences of the rolling, triplets, long gaps no
pairs and suppress repeats families. The v2.1 baseline is also included in all plots for comparison.

suppression factor of 100% is the best performing for
most values of 6.

The second row of Fig. 6 evaluates the dependency on
¢ and 6 for the best-performing cadences of the transient
science families. In the lower-left panel we see that for
the ztfrest_simple and ztfrest_simple_blue met-
rics, the long gaps no pairs run is generally the
best performing cadence for the ¢ < 30° and ¢ >
60° ranges. For a ¢ value of 45° the most effi-
cient cadence is either the suppress repeats or the
triplets run. For the ztfrest_simple_red metric,
the suppress repeats cadence is the best performing
for ¢ < 45°, while the long gaps no pairs cadence
dominates for ¢ > 60° values. In the lower right panel,
we see that across 6 values both triplets and long
gaps no pairs cadences are the most efficient in the
ztfrest_simple and ztfrest_simple_blue metrics.
For the ztfrest_simple_red, the suppress repeats
and the long gaps no pairs runs are the best perform-
ing cadences for the small and high 6 ranges respectively.

We also observe trends on each side of Fig. 6 that
are cadence-independent. From the left plots (top and

bottom) we observe that for small ¢ angles it is more
efficient the detection of KNe with blue metrics than
red metrics by a factor of ~2. This could be explained
because small ¢ angles means that the lanthanide-rich
(with high opacity) component is small, making the blue
component (lanthanide-free, low opacity) of the KNe the
dominant. Conversely, when the ¢ angle is large, the red
and faint component dominate, then red metrics will be
slightly more efficient than blue ones, as can be seen
from both left-side plots. Additionally, we note that
large ¢ angles result in less detected KNe compared to
the larger absolute number of detected KNe when ¢ is
small. This can also be explained because at large ¢ the
faint and red lanthanide-rich component dominates.
From the right-side plots of Fig. 6, we also note how
the KNe characterization efficiency is strongly depen-
dent on the viewing angle . When we observe from
near the pole (small 6 angles) we would observe better
the blue and bright component (lanthanide-free), mak-
ing the blue strategies more efficient than red ones. For
large 6 (i.e. the KNe seen from near the equator), the
blue strategies still perform better but the difference is
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lower. This could be explained because the region of
the solid angle not covered by the faint lanthanide-rich
component is dominated by the blue and bright emis-
sion from the lanthanide-free component. And again,
there is a general trend in which large 6 angles imply
less detected KNe.

Finally, we note the effect of varying ¢ and 0 angles in
the dispersion between different cadences. Comparing
the first row of plots with the second row of plots in
Fig. 6 we see a higher dispersion in efficiencies when
both angles are smaller, which is related to observing
a dominant blue lanthanide-free region. However this
dispersion is higher for runs within the same cadence
(as the runs of suppress repeats).

3.5. v3.0 and Other Cadence Families

Further exploration of the kilonova parameter space
revealed a variety of performance variations across fil-
ter selections and cadences. Our findings (Section 3.3)
suggest that blue filters are more proficient at detecting
KNe with smaller half-opening angles, while red filters
prove more effective for higher angles. Consequently,
fine-tuning the interval between return visits revealed a
correlation with KNe detectability.

In light of these insights, our focus shifted to an eval-
uation of the latest baseline iterations: baseline_v3.0,
baseline_v3.2, Dbaseline_v3.3, baseline_v3.4,
baseline_v3.5, baseline_v3.6 and novel cadence
families exhibiting potential as efficient kilonova detec-
tors. The long_u visits cadences extend ‘u’ band visit
times for enhanced performance, while good_seeing
family simulations incorporate the requirement of
three high-quality images per year. Moreover, the
bluer_indx family, characterized by a shift towards
bluer wavelengths, was considered in anticipation of
varied signals emanating from the diverse simulated
KNe populations. While these long_u and bluer_indx
were not the best at detecting kilonovae, they could
provide an opportunity to study which cadences may be
best for early detection.

The multi_detect metric, being the least stringent
in terms of transients, demonstrated the most effi-
cient outcome across the spectrum of cadences and
detection criteria as can be seen in Fig. 3. In the
multi_detect metric, the retro_baseline_v2.0 ca-
dence (Table 3 exhibited the highest efficacy at 5.9% and
a 9.9% difference over baseline_v2.0. It was followed
by noroll_v2.0, baseline_v3.0, and baseline_v2.1,
respectively. We find that the novel cadence families sur-
pass the presto_gap cadences substantially and rivaling
the baseline iterations in terms of detection efficacy. No-

tably, the baseline_v3.4 cadence exhibited improved
efficiency compared to its v3.2 and v3.3 predecessors.

In regards to the color-specific metrics, the newly
introduced cadences competed significantly with their
established counterparts which provides insight into
how varying cadence parameters for specific scenar-
ios can still yield efficient kilonova detection. For
blue_color_detect and ztfrest_simple_blue, the
presto_gap cadences, particularly those with longer
intra-night gaps (> 2.5 hours), yielded the high-
est efficiency in detecting kilonovae while baseline
v3.2, v3.3, v3.6 performed the worst. In red fil-
ters, like ztfrest_simple_red and red_color_detect,
baseline v3.4 and v3.3 led in red-band kilonova detec-
tion. Baseline v3.2 and v3.6 performed poorly in red-
specific metrics.

However, within more stringent evaluation criteria,
the ztfrest_simple metric, baseline_v3.4 exhibited
the highest degree of efficiency, with a 21.2% improve-
ment over baseline_v2.0. It is closely trailed by
baseline_v3.0 with a 19.3% improvement. This was
after a sharp decrease in efficacy from baseline v3.0
to v3.2. In v3.2 to v3.4 baseline improves. However,
in Fig. 7 we see a break in trend and the newest itera-
tions (v3.5 and v3.6) of the baseline cadences have a
dramatic drop in efficacy. With the introduction of a re-
alistic jerk on slew time, we believe that this contributes
to a decreased efficiency in recent iterations of baseline.

In Fig. 3, some of these novel cadences were the
top 10 of all cadences in terms of detection efficiency.
The presto_gap family and novel cadence family,
good_seeing, also shows remarkable efficiency within
this metric. Good_seeing_u_gsw50.0, which includes
an image in the 'u’ band, outperformed presto_gap3.0
(with a 3 hour space between triples, see 3.6). The
presto_gap4.0_v2.0 cadence had a 16.6% improve-
ment, surpassing baseline_v3.3 and only third to
baseline_v3.4. The good_seeing u_gsw50.0_v2.1
also showed promise with a 6.9% improvement. The
long_u2_v2.0 cadence demonstrated competitive per-
formance akin to baseline_v2.1, but was not among
the top 10 most efficient. Another of the novel ca-
dences, bluer_indx0_v2.0, displayed comparable re-
sults to baseline_v2.0 and rolling ns3_rw0.5_v2.0.
Most of the baseline cadence family remained the most
efficient cadences in detecting kilonova, only excluding
v2.0, v3.2, and v3.6.

3.6. Return Times

For transient detection, the temporal pattern of obser-
vations determines which astrophysical phenomena can
be observed (Bellm et al. 2022; Kovacevié¢ et al. 2022).
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Figure 7: Line plot of baseline evolution for single-model
curves were injected, ranging from 10 Mpc — 600 M pc.

Analyzing transients over a variety of timescales requires
logarithmic distributions of visit separations to study
how the number of observation pairs varies over a cer-
tain period of time.

With TgapsMetric, we studied the separation of visit
for a range of LSST cadence simulations, as well as
cadences used to perform particular analyses in this
study (Bellm et al. 2022). In order to understand the
timescales in each cadence family, Figure 8 presents
these time gap histograms for the listed cadences rela-
tive to baseline_v2.0 against the spacing between im-
ages as a logarithmic plot. The logarithmic plot shows
which cadence has the largest number of observation
pairs within a specific time frame. Using representa-
tives from each cadence family from Fig. 8 and keep-
ing in mind the efficiencies seen in figures 3 and 7, we
then compute the median percent of observations prob-
ing intra-night and 1 day timescales. Table 2 summa-
rizes these results, which we produce by extracting the
data from the x-axis (the spacing between images in
days) and the y-axis (the number of observation pairs
relative to v2.0 baseline). For each representative, we
multiply the value from the y-axis by 100 and divide
over the sum of baseline_v2.0 cadence.

Figure 8 divides cadences by number of returns. The
upper and lower plot presents cadences with pairs of vis-
its. The center plot presents cadences that have a third
visit. These third visit cadences are part of the triplet
family. The presto_gap plot illustrates the distribution
of observation pairs within triplet families, highlighting
significant differences in coverage of intra-night and 1-

cadence efficiencies in simulations where 500,000 total light

day timescales compared to other cadence families. No-
tably, there is a high concentration of observation pairs
or triplets within the 0 — 1 hours range in table 2. At
0-1 hours or ~ 2 x 1072 days for presto_gap3.0_v2.0,
the percentage of time spent in observation gaps was
slightly lower than the average at 48.2% whereas the
other representative cadences were about 10% higher.
This means that triplet families return to the same area
of the sky less at this time interval. This pattern aligns
with LSST’s nominal return time of 30 minutes per field.
The distribution centered between 10° and 10! in Fig-
ure 8 reflects this analysis, which indicates that the ma-
jority of cadences have pairs of visits occurring within
the first hour. We note that cadences returning at 0 — 1
hours are not optimal for detecting kilonova as we want
a large enough time between observations to measure
decay rate.

For the non-triplet cadence families, time spent re-
turning decreases dramatically at the 1 — 2 hours
mark (~ 8.3 x 1072 days) to an average of 0.8%.
Baseline_v2.0 is the highest among all baseline it-
erations at 1.4%. However, rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0
led with 1.5%. This means baselines has an obser-
vation pair in 1-2 hour time scale. For the triplets,
presto_gap3.0_v2.0 had a ~ 5% increase of time spent
compared to its triplet compatriots at the 1 — 2 hours
timescale.

For 2 — 14 hours (~ 8.3 x 1072 to 5.83 x 107! days),
presto_gap4.0_v2.0 has the most time spent in an
observation gap at 13.8%. The triplets are spending
much more time in observation gaps compared to the
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non-triplet families. Those with the lowest percentage
is retro_baseline_v2.0 with 0.6% and noroll_v2.0
with 0.9%. This makes sense as these cadences have lit-
tle to no return visits in their sequence. When we look
at rolling_ns3_rw0.9_v2.0, we see that the iterations
of baseline after v2.1 spend more time in observation
gaps at this time scale. This coincides with the rolling
weights in the cadence and the trend continues at the
next timescale intervals.

For time spent in observation gaps between 4-8 hours
(~1.67x107! to 3x 107! days), a significant drop occurs
in non-triplet families. This indicates that families like
baseline do not spend much time in 4-8 hour gaps. For
the triplet cadence families, there’s an increase to 5—6%
of time spent at these timescales. An indication that
with triplet families there is a greater variety of time
between return visits.

Thus far, presto_gap has been spending the most
time in gaps of all the cadences in table 2. When we
get to the 14-38 hour timescale, we see the percentages
of the latest iterations of baseline rise above those of

102

103

8: Number of Observation Pairs Relative to baseline_v2.0 vs. Spacing Between Images in Days

the triplet families. As well, presto_gap does not vary
from the average at the 14-38 hours timescale. This is
an indication that with the right time gap between pairs
of visits the triplet is not necessarily a dominant factor
in detecting kilonova.

Observing the data in Table 2, several noteworthy
trends emerge for the v3.0 iterations of the baseline
and other cadences. From Table 2, baseline_v3.3 ca-
dence achieves the highest number of time spent re-
turning (12.7%). Baseline’s most recent predecessors
also dominated at this timescale compared to those ca-
dences with a third intra-night visit. Some of the most
recent iterations (baseline_v3.4, baseline_v3.2 and
baseline_v3.0) followed with 12.6%, 12.5% and 11.9%,
respectively. Baseline v3.5 and v3.6 spent less time in
gaps than the 3 versions that came before them.

Notably, bluer_indx0_v2.0, long_u2_v2.0, and
good_seeing_u_gswb0.0_v2.1 showcased competitive
results across the board when compared to other ca-
dences, excluding baseline. This indicates that these
cadences have a balanced temporal distribution of ob-
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OpSim Run (Hours)

E 0-1 1-2 2-14 | 4-8 14-38

baseline_ v2.0__10yrs

0.008980 | 57.8% | 1.4% | 1.1% | 0.2% | 9.1%

baseline_ v2.1_ 10yrs

0.009190 | 60.4% | 1.1% | 1.0% | 0.1% | 8.3%

baseline_ v3.0__10yrs

0.010712 | 54.9% | 0.4% | 1.8% | 0.8% | 11.9%

baseline_v3.2_ 10yrs

0.008720 | 54.6% | 0.5% | 2.0% | 0.6% | 12.5%

baseline_ v3.3__10yrs

0.010406 | 54.5% | 0.5% | 2.0% | 0.7% | 12.7%

baseline_v3.4__10yrs

0.010880 | 55.2% | 0.5% | 1.9% | 0.6% | 12.6%

baseline_ v3.5_ 10yrs

0.009224 | 56.7% | 0.6% | 1.9% | 0.6% | 10.8%

baseline_ v3.6__10yrs

0.008156 | 56.5% | 0.6% | 1.8% | 0.6% | 10.4%

presto_gap4.0_v2.0_10yrs

0.010482 | 49.1% | 1.3% | 13.8% | 6.3% | 9.3%

presto__gap3.5_v2.0__10yrs

0.010150 | 48.8% | 2.1% | 13.7% | 5.9% | 9.2%

good__seeing_u_ gswbH0.0_v2.1_10yrs

0.009596 | 57.3% | 1.4% | 1.1% | 0.2% | 9.6%

presto__gap3.0_v2.0__10yrs

0.009500 | 48.2% | 6.3% | 9.9% | 5.1% | 9.0%

rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0_10yrs

0.009422 | 58.9% | 1.5% | 1.3% | 0.2% | 9.9%

long u2_v2.0_10yrs

0.008818 | 57.1% | 1.4% | 1.1% | 0.2% | 9.1%

bluer__indx0_v2.0_10yrs

0.008514 | 57.9% | 1.4% | 1.1% | 0.2% | 8.9%

retro_ baseline_ v2.0_ 10yrs

0.008556 | 57.5% | 1.2% | 0.9% | 0.1% | 8.6%

noroll_v2.0_ 10yrs

0.007510 | 56.6% | 1.2% | 0.9% | 0.1% | 7.8%

Table 2: Median Percent of Observation Probing Intra-Night and 1-Day Timescales. A selection of cadence-family
representatives from 0 hours to 38 hours relative to baseline_ v2.0 alongside their respective ztfrest_simple efficiency
(E). This table shows the percentage of time spent in observation gaps.

servations which could be lucrative when observing in
u’ or g’ filters. While not spending the most time re-
turning, these cadences competed with known triplets
like presto_gap for the 14-38 hour timescale.

Presto_gap4.0_v2.0 and presto_gap3.5_v2.0
maintained higher median percentages over almost all
timescales. This indicates that the time spent return-
ing between triplets is correlated to its efficiency as
presto_gap4.0_v2.0 is the cadence with the third
highest ability to detect kilonova (Fig. 3).

To summarize the observed return times, there is more
time spent in observations gaps overall in the triplet
families than in other cadence strategies in an intra-
night timescale. In cases where kilonova detection is
important, the use of triplet cadences with higher time
between triple return visits will warrant usage. How-
ever, on 1-day timescales, we see that the most recent
baseline cadences lead with percentage of time. They
also lead in detection efficiency. The difference being
the inclusion of rolling weights.

3.7. Realistic KNe Rates

In order to estimate realistic KNe rates, we performed
simulations with 1,000,000 KNe injections (Neyents)-
These simulations are based on the binary neutron star
(BNS) merger rates derived from the latest gravita-
tional wave catalogs, including the third Gravitational-
Wave Transient Catalog (GWTC-3) by the LIGO-Virgo-
KAGRA collaboration (Abbott et al. 2023), which sum-

marizes the gravitational-wave detections made during
the first three observing runs (O1, 02, and O3). This
catalog includes data for 90 compact binary coalescence
(CBC) events, such as binary neutron star (BNS), neu-
tron star-black hole (NSBH), and binary black hole
(BBH) mergers. The BNS merger rate was used to de-
termine the optimistic (295.7 Gpc 2 yr~!), pessimistic
(21.6 Gpc™? yr=1), and median rate (105.5 Gpc™® yr—1)
of kilonovae. We focused on testing the 10 most effi-
cient cadences of the ztfrest_simple metric of the 29
initially simulated found in Fig. 3.

In order to define the space in which BNS mergers
could occur, we define:
Vsector = Vsphere w

sphere
To account for the survey’s observational limits, the sur-
vey area (20,283 square degrees) was compared to the
total sky area (41,252.96 square degrees), and the vol-
ume of the sector within this survey area was calculated.
This sector represents the observable volume of space
where BNS mergers could be detected by the survey.
In this context, Viector represents the comoving volume
which is calculated using the comoving distance, or ra-
dius of the search volume (R = 1200 Mpc), rather than
the luminosity distance. This approach accounts for the
universe’s expansion and provides a more accurate es-
timate of the physical volume of space where kilonovae
occur, independent of temporal changes.
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The expected number of kilonovae detections was cal-
culated for a survey period of 10 years (7T'), and the
detection efficiency for each metric was extracted from
simulation data. This efficiency varies based on the spe-
cific cadence and metric used, influencing the final ex-
pected detection count. The equation:

N = BNS__rates X Vgector X Efficiency x T'

was used to estimate the number of kilonovae detections
over the survey’s duration for each metric.

Table 5 and 6 provides a comprehensive comparison
of realistic kilonova detection rates seen in Fig. 10.

For the Optimistic BNS Rate model, the
multi_detect metric achieves its highest detection
rates with the baseline_v3.4 and baseline_v3.3
cadence, yielding ~ 128.0 detections. In comparison,
the ztfrest_simple metric’s highest detections are
observed with the baseline_v3.3 cadence at 14 detec-
tions, the baseline_v3.4 cadence with 14 detections,
and the good_seeing_gsw50.0_v2.1 cadence with 10
detections. The multi_detect metric consistently
shows higher detection rates than ztfrest_simple
due to the less stringent parameters set for that met-
ric as explained in 2.2. For the color-specific metrics,
baseline_v3.3 demonstrated the highest efficiency
across all categories except for blue_color_detect,
where presto_gap3.5_v2.0 achieved the best detec-
tion rate. This metric actually detected more KNe than
the other color-specific metrics with 11.3 detections.
Overall, Presto_Gap cadences with gaps > 3.0 hours
performed poorly across all metrics, with the exception
of blue_color_detect, where baseline_v3.0 had the
lowest detection efficiency.

In the Median BNS Rate model, multi_detect
reaches its peak with the baseline_v3.4 cadence,
achieving 45.43 detections. The baseline_v3.3
cadence follows with 45.29 detections. For
ztfrest_simple, the top cadences are baseline_v3.3
and baseline_v3.4 with 5 detections. The median
rates followed the same detection pattern as the op-
timistic model for the color-specific metrics, with
baseline_v3.3 leading in most categories except for
blue_color_detect, where presto_gap3.5_v2.0 re-
mained the highest performer. Only a handful of events
were detected for the color-specific metrics.

Under the Pessimistic BNS Rate model, the
multi_detect metric shows its highest detections with
the baseline_v3.4 and baseline_v3.3 cadences at 9
detections. For ztfrest_simple, the highest detections
are seen with the baseline_v3.3 and baseline_v3.4
cadences at 1 detection and 0.99, respectively. The pes-
simistic rates exhibited the same detection trends as the

optimistic and median models for the color-specific met-
rics.

In metrics designed for detecting kilonovae, such
as those with ztfrest prefix, baseline_v3.3 pro-
duced the highest number of kilonovae compared
to baseline_v3.4. This pattern is the same for
red_color_detect and blue_color_detect. How-
ever, for multi_color_detect and multi_detect,
baseline_v3.4 edged baseline_v3.3 out.

Further analysis showed that cadences such as
good_seeing_gsw50.0_v2.1 and presto_gap3.0_v2.0
appear frequently in the top three for various metrics.
This indicates that these cadences might offer a balanced
performance across different detection scenarios.

Additional details, the single-model all-cadence figure,
and code are accessible on GitHub?.

4. CONCLUSION

In this analysis, we evaluated the efficacy of both filter
and cadence strategies on LSST’s prospects for detecting
kilonovae. This study evaluated the impact of different
LSST cadence strategies on kilonova detectability, incor-
porating insights from simulated single-model and popu-
lation studies, as well as realistic BNS merger detection
rates derived from GWTC-3. Our analysis highlights
key trends in observational scheduling and efficiency,
emphasizing the role of both baseline and presto_gap
cadences in optimizing transient detection.

Filter selection plays a crucial role in optimizing kilo-
nova detection. We found that for filter selections, the
use of the r-band and i-band generally outperforms the
use of the u-band or g-band (see Fig 1). Although, in
general, the baseline cadences (with mixed filter met-
rics) outperform these single-filter cases. Among color-
specific metrics, presto_gap cadences performed best
in blue filters, while baseline_v3.3 consistently led in
red-filtered metrics, including ztfrest_simple_red and
red_color_detect.

When considering populations of KNe, from all the
survey strategy releases (through v2.1) and for the char-
acterization metrics, the most effective cadences are
the presto_gap and no_roll cadences, with the lat-
ter providing the most consistent improvement over the
baseline. This strongly supports the implementation
of a scheduling system that avoids (to redistribute) the
repetition of visits (more than 3) within the same night.
We also explored the performance variations across the
KNe parameter space, indicating potential advantages
of blue filters for small half-opening angles and red fil-

2 https://github.com/andral04/KNe_ Detectability _Study


https://github.com/andra104/KNe_Detectability_Study

ters for higher angles. These initial findings highlighted
the importance of optimizing return visit intervals to
maximize KNe detectability.

Simulated with single-model parameters, in the
most KNe-specific detection criteria, ztfrest_simple,
baseline v3.4, v3.0, and v3.3 ranked 1st, 2nd, and
4th with presto_gap4.0_v2.0 coming in 3rd. Across
the GWTC-3 kilonova detection rate models (opti-
mistic, median, and pessimistic), baseline v3.3 and
v3.4 consistently ranked as top performers, particu-
larly in the more selective ztfrest_simple metric.
While baseline_v3.4 outperformed baseline_v3.3 in
multi_detect, baseline_v3.3 excelled in more selec-
tive metrics like ztfrest_simple. These results rein-
force that baseline v3.4 is particularly strong in broader
transient detection, whereas baseline_v3.3 is more op-
timized for kilonovae identification. However, as O4 con-
tinues and fewer BNS detections occur, these realistic
kilonovae detection rates may continue to decline.

The distribution of return times across different ca-
dences significantly affects kilonova detectability. The
relationship between observation gaps and transient de-
tection efficiency was further explored using time-gap
metrics. The TgapsPercentMetric analysis (Table 2)
highlights that most cadences have an observation gap
at the 14738 hour timescale, with baseline v3.3, v3.4,
and v3.2 spending ~12% of their time in these gaps,
respectively. This reinforces the idea that longer re-
turn visits are critical for improving kilonova detection
rates as these cadences consistently ranked among the
most efficient across all detection metrics and models.
In contrast, presto_gap4.0_v2.0 spent the most time
in 4”8 hour observation gaps, and did relatively well in
all models, but did not outperform the last iterations
of baseline. Despite the presto_gap cadence family
being considered a priority contender for detecting fast
transients, it did not perform the best overall nor spend
the most time in observation gaps. However, larger
intra-night visits (> 3.0 hours) did compete with the
baseline family.

These results indicate that longer observation gaps in
the 14738 hour range contribute to improved kilonova
detections. Returning too often will eventually have di-
minishing returns as it affects the overall sky area cov-
ered. However, some cadences, like baseline_v3.2 and
certain presto_gap cadences, despite having long return
times, performed poorly overall, suggesting that efficient
scheduling, not just the length of observation gaps, plays
a key role in transient detection.

For both single-model simulations and the GWTC-
3 kilonovae detection rates, the cadence efficiencies fol-
lowed consistent patterns, reinforcing key strategies for
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optimizing kilonova detection. Our findings suggest that
an optimal LSST strategy for kilonova detection should
adopt a hybrid approach. This can be achieved by inte-
grating long revisit times of approximately 14-38 hours,
as demonstrated by baseline v3.3 and v3.4, with strate-
gic intra-night revisits within the 4-8 hour range, as
observed in presto_gap cadences. Additionally, a bal-
anced filter selection is essential for capturing the full
evolution of kilonovae, as bluer filters are more effec-
tive for early detection of rapidly evolving emission,
while redder filters are crucial for tracking the later
phases. These insights provide valuable guidance for
future LSST cadence refinements, ultimately enhancing
the observatory’s ability to detect kilonovae and other
fast-evolving astronomical phenomena.
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APPENDIX

Metric blue__color__detect | multi_ color__detect | multi__detect | red__color__detect
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0_10yrs 0.004738 0.043344 0.049162 0.00798
rolling ns3_rw0.5_v2.0__10yrs 0.00394 0.047144 0.053582 0.007084
rolling_ ns2_rw0.9_v2.0_10yrs 0.004252 0.046634 0.052834 0.007698
rolling_ ns2_rw0.5_v2.0_10yrs 0.003762 0.048642 0.05541 0.00719
retro_ baseline_ v2.0_10yrs 0.004724 0.048438 0.058038 0.008516
presto_gap4.0_ v2.0_10yrs 0.005226 0.035672 0.044068 0.007188
presto_gap3.5_v2.0_10yrs 0.005542 0.03556 0.0439 0.007162
presto__gap3.0_v2.0_10yrs 0.005242 0.035502 0.043902 0.007192
presto__gap2.5_v2.0__10yrs 0.005456 0.035326 0.043366 0.00716
presto__gap2.0_v2.0_10yrs 0.005062 0.035198 0.04358 0.007202
presto__gapl.5_v2.0__10yrs 0.005378 0.035362 0.044738 0.00724
noroll_v2.0_ 10yrs 0.003614 0.050272 0.057212 0.006832
long_u2_v2.0_10yrs 0.004216 0.048172 0.05395 0.007606
long_ul_v2.0_10yrs 0.004168 0.046452 0.052192 0.007332
good_ seeing_ u_ gswb50.0_v2.1_10yrs | 0.004036 0.046688 0.053012 0.007582
good_ seeing u_ gsw0.0_v2.1_10yrs | 0.004238 0.04683 0.053306 0.007706
good__seeing_ gsw50.0_v2.1_10yrs 0.004312 0.048774 0.054596 0.007832
good_seeing gsw0.0_v2.1 10yrs 0.004464 0.048844 0.054852 0.00817
bluer_indx1_v2.0_ 10yrs 0.00443 0.045932 0.052246 0.007122
bluer_ indx0_ v2.0_ 10yrs 0.004812 0.046782 0.05323 0.00703
baseline_ v2.1__10yrs 0.00448 0.048774 0.054602 0.008118
baseline_ v2.0_10yrs 0.004252 0.046634 0.052834 0.007698
baseline_ retrofoot_ v2.0__10yrs 0.004132 0.04576 0.052036 0.007608
baseline_ v3.0__10yrs 0.003712 0.049212 0.056212 0.007566
baseline_ v3.2_ 10yrs 0.002996 0.042744 0.048296 0.006886
baseline_ v3.3_ 10yrs 0.003142 0.045234 0.051412 0.007956
baseline_v3.4_10yrs 0.003388 0.045964 0.052102 0.00789
baseline_ v3.5_10yrs 0.003436 0.045604 0.05158 0.007598
baseline_ v3.6_ 10yrs 0.003132 0.041942 0.047576 0.00683

Table 3: Recovery Efficiencies (multi_ detect). 500,000 total light curves were injected into the simulations. The light
curves were placed at a minimum luminosity distance of 10 Mpc and a maximum luminosity distance of 600 Mpc. A
comprehensive figure can be found on the GitHub.
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Metric ztfrest__simple | ztfrest_ simple_ blue | ztfrest_ simple_ red
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0_ 10yrs 0.009422 0.005456 0.005334
rolling ns3_rw0.5_v2.0_10yrs 0.00833 0.004848 0.004394
rolling_ ns2_ rw0.9_v2.0_10yrs 0.00898 0.004996 0.00492
rolling ns2_ rw0.5_v2.0_10yrs 0.00825 0.004606 0.00439
retro_ baseline_ v2.0__10yrs 0.008556 0.004524 0.004678
presto__gap4.0_v2.0__10yrs 0.010482 0.006552 0.004784
presto__gap3.5_v2.0_ 10yrs 0.01015 0.006342 0.004604
presto__gap3.0_v2.0__10yrs 0.0095 0.005818 0.00435
presto__gap2.5_ v2.0__10yrs 0.008612 0.005232 0.003982
presto__gap2.0_v2.0__10yrs 0.007548 0.004646 0.003344
presto__gapl.5_v2.0__10yrs 0.005826 0.003408 0.002782
noroll_v2.0_ 10yrs 0.00751 0.004238 0.003966
long u2_v2.0__10yrs 0.008818 0.004912 0.004924
long_ul_v2.0_10yrs 0.008322 0.004576 0.004634
good_seeing u_ gswb0.0_v2.1_10yrs | 0.009596 0.005478 0.00535
good__seeing_u_ gsw0.0_v2.1__10yrs 0.009006 0.005126 0.00494
good__seeing gswb0.0_v2.1_10yrs 0.009148 0.005374 0.005124
good_seeing gsw0.0_ v2.1_10yrs 0.009012 0.005186 0.00499
bluer_indx1_v2.0__10yrs 0.008254 0.004748 0.00433
bluer_indx0_v2.0_10yrs 0.008514 0.004914 0.004492
baseline_ v2.1_ 10yrs 0.00919 0.005362 0.005048
baseline_ v2.0_ 10yrs 0.00898 0.004996 0.00492
baseline_retrofoot_ v2.0_10yrs 0.008852 0.004894 0.004998
baseline_ v3.0__10yrs 0.010712 0.006074 0.005894
baseline_ v3.2_ 10yrs 0.00872 0.004706 0.004986
baseline_ v3.3__10yrs 0.010406 0.005252 0.00623
baseline_ v3.4_ 10yrs 0.01088 0.005728 0.00638
baseline_ v3.5_ 10yrs 0.009224 0.045604 0.00517
baseline_ v3.6__10yrs 0.008156 0.00437 0.004608

Table 4: Recovery Efficiencies (ztfrest). 500,000 total light curves were injected into the simulations. The efficiencies
are found by dividing the total recovered by the total injected. The light curves were placed at a minimum luminosity
distance of 10 Mpc and a maximum luminosity distance of 600 Mpc. A comprehensive figure can be found on the
GitHub.
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Cadence blue_ color__detect | multi_ color__detect | multi__detect | red_ color__detect
Model: n_events = 1e6, Optimistic BNS Rate = 295.7, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline_ v3.0 7.8887 93.6550 116.4874 6.6422
baseline  v3.4 8.2615 105.3186 127.9691 8.0203
baseline_ v3.3 8.8560 104.8475 127.6938 8.2971
presto_ gap3.5_v2.0 11.3044 60.8786 83.3588 5.9370
presto__gap3.0_v2.0 11.2744 62.1288 84.6062 6.6201
good_seeing u_ gswb0.0_ v2.1 8.7655 89.7194 111.2882 6.0777
presto_ gap4.0_v2.0 10.5490 61.6706 84.1268 6.3766
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0 9.9111 82.7201 104.2066 6.8742
baseline_ v2.1 10.5790 94.3413 115.9502 6.8854
baseline  v2.0 9.0928 85.9864 108.0682 6.7899
good__seeing_ gswb50.0_v2.1 10.2965 97.0070 116.7495 6.8566
baseline_ v3.5 8.8397 99.7418 120.5994 7.8084
baseline_ v3.6 8.9029 91.4282 111.5387 7.6401
Model: n_events = 1le6, Median BNS Rate = 105.5, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline  v3.0 2.8159 33.4271 41.6008 2.3729
baseline v3.4 2.9473 37.6097 45.4305 2.8497
baseline_ v3.3 3.1576 37.3393 45.2953 2.9586
presto_ gap3.5_v2.0 4.0287 21.7090 29.6312 2.1101
presto_ gap3.0_v2.0 4.0174 22.1671 30.0216 2.3729
good_ seeing u_ gswb0.0_v2.1 3.2139 32.8864 40.9888 2.2377
presto__gap4.0_v2.0 3.8635 21.8216 29.7401 2.2678
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0 3.6307 29.1731 36.9188 2.4367
baseline_ v2.1 3.8747 34.5609 42.3705 2.4405
baseline  v2.0 3.3303 31.4822 39.7122 2.2190
good__seeing  gswb50.0_v2.1 3.7734 35.5747 42.8135 2.2152
baseline_ v3.5 3.1538 35.5859 43.0275 2.7859
baseline_ v3.6 3.1764 32.61981 39.7948 2.7258
Model: n_events = 1le6, Pessimistic BNS Rate = 21.6, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline  v3.0 0.5765 6.8438 8.5173 0.4858
baseline v3.4 0.6034 7.7002 9.3014 0.5835
baseline_ v3.3 0.6465 7.6448 9.2737 0.6057
presto_gap3.5_v2.0 0.8248 4.4447 6.0667 0.4320
presto_ gap3.0_v2.0 0.8225 4.5385 6.1466 0.4858
good_ seeing u_ gswb0.0_v2.1 0.6580 6.7331 8.3920 0.4582
presto__gap4.0_v2.0 0.7910 4.4677 6.0890 0.4643
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0 0.7433 5.9729 7.5587 0.4989
baseline_ v2.1 0.7933 7.0760 8.6749 0.4997
baseline_ v2.0 0.6818 6.4456 8.1307 0.4543
good__seeing_ gswb50.0_v2.1 0.7726 7.2835 8.7656 0.4535
baseline_ v3.5 0.6457 7.2858 8.8094 0.5704
baseline_ v3.6 0.6503 6.6786 8.1476 0.5581

Table 5: GWTC-3 Rates: The most efficient cadences from the single model simulations applied to a script to
produce the most realistic BNS kilonovae detection rates based on data from GWTC-3. The multi_detect and color
detect metrics. See section 3.7
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Cadence ztfrest__simple | ztfrest_ simple_ blue | ztfrest_ simple_ red
Model: n__events = 1e6, Optimistic BNS Rate = 295.7, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline_ v3.0 11.6531 8.0372 4.6218
baseline_ v3.4 13.6458 9.2637 5.4019
baseline v3.3 14.1061 9.3160 5.8448
presto__gap3.5_v2.0 9.7232 7.0050 3.4138
presto__gap3.0_v2.0 9.6391 6.6055 3.6065
good__seeing_u_ gswb0.0_v2.1 10.2194 7.3152 4.0116
presto__gap4.0_v2.0 10.9320 8.2073 3.3062
rolling ns3_rw0.9 v2.0 9.7574 7.1697 3.7001
baseline  v2.1 10.4485 7.6077 4.0322
baseline_ v2.0 9.7840 6.7968 3.7605
good_ seeing_ gsw50.0_v2.1 10.7850 7.9401 4.2010
baseline_ v3.5 12.1967 8.1136 4.9145
baseline_ v3.6 11.3549 7.9768 4.3357
Model: n__events = 1e6, Median BNS Rate = 105.5, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline v3.0 4.1638 2.8723 1.6520
baseline_ v3.4 4.8734 3.3078 1.9299
baseline_ v3.3 5.0236 3.3153 2.0800
presto__gap3.5_v2.0 3.4542 2.4893 1.2127
presto_gap3.0_v2.0 3.4242 2.3466 1.2803
good__seeing_u_ gswh0.0_v2.1 3.7621 2.6920 1.4756
presto_ gap4.0_v2.0 3.8860 2.9173 1.1752
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0 3.4692 2.5494 1.3141
baseline_ v2.1 3.7133 2.6995 1.4305
baseline_ v2.0 3.4767 2.4142 1.3366
good_ seeing  gsw50.0_v2.1 3.8034 2.8009 1.4831
baseline v3.5 4.3516 2.8948 1.7534
baseline v3.6 4.0512 2.8459 1.5469
Model: n__events = 1e6, Pessimistic BNS Rate = 21.6, R_ Mpc = 1200
baseline_ v3.0 0.8525 0.5881 0.3382
baseline_ v3.4 0.9978 0.6772 0.3951
baseline_ v3.3 1.0285 0.6788 0.4259
presto_gap3.5_v2.0 0.7072 0.5097 0.2483
presto__gap3.0_v2.0 0.7011 0.4804 0.2621
good_ seeing  u_ gswb0.0_v2.1 0.7702 0.5512 0.3021
presto__gap4.0_v2.0 0.7956 0.5973 0.2406
rolling ns3_rw0.9_v2.0 0.7103 0.5220 0.2690
baseline_ v2.1 0.7603 0.5527 0.2929
baseline_ v2.0 0.7118 0.4943 0.2737
good_ seeing_ gsw50.0_v2.1 0.7787 0.5735 0.3036
baseline_ v3.5 0.8909 0.5927 0.3589
baseline_ v3.6 0.8294 0.5827 0.3167

Table 6: GWTC-3 Rates: The most efficient cadences from the single model simulations adapted to a script to
produce the most realistic BNS kilonovae detection rates based on data from GWTC-3. The ztfrest_simple metrics.
See section 3.7
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and for all the rest of v2.0 and v2.1 families

Same description as Fig. 4, but for the DDF families (bottom)

Figure 9

(top).
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Figure 10: Top 10 cadences including all Baseline cadences with GWTC-3 parameters for all metrics. See 3.7.
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