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The Advanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo detectors have enabled the confident detection of
dozens of mergers of black holes and neutron stars. However, the presence of detector noise tran-
sients (glitches) hinders the search for these gravitational wave (GW) signals. We prototyped a
restructuring of Gravity Spy’s classification model to distinguish between glitches and astrophysical
signals. Our method is able to correctly classify three-quarters of retracted candidate events in O3b
as non-astrophysical and 100% of the confirmed astrophysical events as true signals. This approach
will inform candidate event validation efforts in the latest observing run.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the first observing run (O1) in 2015, the Ad-
vanced LIGO and Advanced Virgo detectors have seen
significant improvements in detector sensitivity [1, 2].
As a result, the rate of confirmed gravitational wave
(GW) detections has increased steadily with each ob-
serving run [3–5]. However, GW detector data also con-
tains a high rate of non-astrophysical noise transients
(glitches). These glitches come in a variety of morpholo-
gies [6–10]. They often arise at different rates between
each detector; and are a result of many known envi-
ronmental and instrumental factors as well as unknown
sources [1, 11]. As a result, detector data can become
heavily polluted, making searches for GWs and accurate
extraction of source properties substantially more diffi-
cult [1, 12]. Frequent detector glitches can bias analyses
when glitches occur close in time to candidates, or mimic
the form of real GW events and produce false positive
candidate events [13]. For example, in the third observ-
ing run (O3), just under a third of open public alerts
(OPAs) were retracted [6, 7, 14]. To aid in event valida-
tion and potentially reduce the rate of retracted event
candidates, we propose a quick and accurate method
based on single-detector GW strain data for determin-
ing whether a glitch is present in the data that is robust
to loud astrophysical events. This method will comple-
ment existing signal-vs-glitch classification programs, in-
cluding the use of Q-occupancy to determine data qual-
ity [15], GWSkyNet [16, 17] which requires multiple de-
tectors, iDQ [18], which requires auxiliary witness data,
and pastro [19] reported in open public alerts [6, 7].
A widely-used machine learning image classifier for

GW detector characterization, Gravity Spy [20–22], has

∗ sjarov94@student.ubc.ca

achieved high accuracies for classification of detector
glitches [13, 23]. The Gravity Spy project leverages a
convolutional neural network (CNN) image classifier us-
ing time-frequency representations of detector data called
qscans [20, 24]. Qscans are also commonly referred to as
omega scans [25] and spectrograms [13, 20].

We restructured Gravity Spy’s CNN to provide com-
pact binary coalescence (CBC) GW signal-vs-glitch clas-
sifications which will allow for rapid rejection of false
candidate events using GW strain data. We empha-
size that this method does not require auxiliary witnesses
or multiple detectors. Our approach adds new capabil-
ity relative to current methods, such as iDQ [18], which
requires auxiliary witness data, or GWSkyNet [16, 17],
which requires data from multiple detectors to classify
a candidate event. The purpose of the original glitch-
classification Gravity Spy CNN model [20] was to clas-
sify detector glitches that arise in the LIGO data stream,
which it accomplishes with high accuracy. However, the
classifier was not trained to distinguish between glitches
and astrophysical GW signals. In particular, when we
first tested our new model architecture with the origi-
nal Gravity Spy training set, we found that simulated
GW signals that come from both high mass (> 50M⊙
total mass) and low mass (< 50M⊙ total mass) merg-
ers tend to be misclassified as glitches that appear sim-
ilar in appearance, duration, and frequency range [26].
Examples of these types of glitches and simulated sig-
nals are presented in Figures 1 and 2. This is particu-
larly problematic for CBC sources with total mass below
30M⊙, as long duration (> 0.5 seconds) glitches such
as light scattering that mimic these signals have been
common in GW detector data during previous observ-
ing runs [4, 6, 23, 27–29]. We therefore aimed to expand
Gravity Spy beyond its current capabilities by improv-
ing signal-vs-glitch classification on top of its glitch clas-
sification framework. We also tackled the challenge of
future-proofing our classification network by considering
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sources with masses higher than previous detections [30],
as the expected sensitivity improvements [1, 2] in future
observing runs could result in signals from a broader mass
spectrum being detected.

To match the accuracy of Gravity Spy’s glitch classi-
fication accuracy for the signal-vs-glitch case, we intro-
duced a new structure to Gravity Spy’s CNN to automate
the process described in [31]. Motivated by commonali-
ties in glitch types that are known to mimic the appear-
ance of GW signals from certain mass ranges, we split
the Gravity Spy CNN into two classifiers, one focusing
on distinguishing long duration (i.e. low mass) CBC sig-
nals from glitches with similar time-frequency morphol-
ogy, and one focusing on short duration (i.e. high mass)
CBC signals and similar glitches. We trained the low
mass classifier on simulated GW signals with total mass
between 3M⊙ and 50M⊙ and the high mass classifier on
simulated GW signals with total mass between 50M⊙
and 250M⊙. We trained the low mass and high mass
classifiers to be robust against shifts in time-frequency
image centering by augmenting training set images with
time offets. Other qscan processing techniques have also
been explored resulting in a third classifier constructed
to classify signals in the 250M⊙ to 350M⊙ mass range.
We present a proof-of-principle GW candidate event val-
idation tool that performs reliably and efficiently.

II. METHODS

A. Generating Simulated GWs

We first identified a 64 second segment of quiet LIGO
Livingston detector data[32] to act as baseline noise we
can inject a simulated waveform into using the PyCBC
package [33]. For the purpose of our study, we simulated
signals drawing parameters from a total mass range of
3M⊙ to 350M⊙, a signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR) range of
3 to 35, and a range of −0.95 to 0.95 for both compo-
nent spins to span the parameter space of most likely
GW sources for the expected O4 observing run. We in-
jected each generated waveform into the quiet timeseries
data, then used Gravity Spy to process the data as a se-
ries of four qscans, as described in [20]. This workflow
can supply qscans of GWs with a variety of parameters
for mass, spin, and SNR. We used this to test Gravity
Spy and our prototype image classifiers leveraging time-
frequency representations of GW detector data.

B. Generating new training sets

In our study, we constructed and trained two main
classifiers which focus on low-mass and high-mass CBC
signals and the types of glitches that have similar time-
frequency morphology in a qscan [13, 20, 23, 25, 34], as
outlined in Table I. To determine which glitch classes
have similar time-frequency morphology, we first ran the

original Gravity Spy on a range of simulated GW signals,
as described in Section IVA, and included glitch classes
where the original Gravity Spy model confused simulated
signals in each mass range for these classes.
Equipped with our GW simulation workflow, we re-

trained Gravity Spy’s CNN (we use the same CNN as
presented in [35]) on enriched training sets that increased
representation of simulated GW signals outside the mass
and SNR ranges present in the original training set. Our
enriched training set contains an equal representation of
each class, with roughly 750 examples per classifier, as
equal representation of classes been shown to increase the
robustness of a training set [36]. We discuss the classes
included in our method in the next section.

III. CHALLENGING TYPES OF GLITCHES
FOR DIFFERENT CBC MASS RANGES

Here we consider particularly challenging cases for a
signal-vs-glitch classifier intaking qscan time series data,
especially cases where the time-frequency morphology of
glitches is similar to low mass or high mass CBCs.

A. Low mass CBCs

CBC sources with a total mass below 50M⊙ are longer
in duration and generally manifest as lower in energy in
a qscan relative to higher mass (short duration) signals.
We present examples in Figures 1 I, II, and III.
The original Gravity Spy training set contained very

few low mass GW examples. As a result, the original
Gravity Spy model tends to confuse simulated low mass
CBCs with glitches that are also long in duration and
have similar frequency content. The original Gravity Spy
model also tends to classify low mass CBCs, especially
simulated GWs with low SNR, as ‘no glitch’. An exam-
ple is shown in Figure 1 (II and B). However, we note
that this is not an undesirable outcome. A ‘no glitch’
classification is equivalent to a GW classification for the
purposes of event validation; neither class is actionable
for further data quality investigation.

B. High mass CBCs

High mass CBCs are shorter in duration in the sensi-
tive band of the LIGO and Virgo detectors relative to low
mass CBCs, as shown in Figure 2 for a simulated GW
sources with total mass 245 M⊙ (I) and 126 M⊙ (II).
These GWs often resemble short duration glitch types
shown in Figure 2, including blips (A) and low frequency
blips (B). The similar frequency range and morphology
make distinguishing between high mass CBCs and these
glitch classes difficult. However, high mass CBCs are
confused less often for blip glitches compared to low fre-
quency blips, in part due to excess power above 300 Hz,
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Low mass classifier classes High mass classifier classes
Blip Blip

Low frequency blip Low frequency blip
Scratchy Koi Fish
No Glitch Tomte

GW (3− 50 M⊙ total mass CBC) GW (50− 300 M⊙ total mass CBC)

TABLE I: The signal and glitch types we used to retrain the Gravity Spy CNN for optimal signal versus glitch
classification, for each classifier.
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FIG. 1: Example qscans of low mass CBC GW signals and glitches confused by the original Gravity Spy model. A
5M⊙ total mass GW source (I) is often misclassified as a scratchy glitch (A), which has a similar frequency range

and is also relatively long in duration. A GW source of total mass 16M⊙ (II) is often misclassified as ‘no glitch’ (B).
This is expected behavior; there is little difference in a qscan between a low SNR GW signal and Gaussian detector

noise. Lastly, a GW source of 46.5M⊙ (III) is commonly confused for a blip glitch (C) due to similar
time-frequency morphology in a qscan.

which high mass GW sources typically do not share (see
Figure 2).

For the original Gravity Spy model, high mass GW
sources were often confused for low frequency blips, and
sometimes (in ∼ 3% of cases) blip glitches. This is our
main challenge in terms of building a reliable classifica-
tion system. In addition, increased GW SNR also led
to misclassifications of the higher SNR glitch classes, koi
fish (C) and tomtes (D), likely due to the limited rep-
resentation of louder GW signals in the original Gravity
Spy training set. Our investigation into louder GW sig-
nals found that ∼ 50% of misclassifications of high mass
CBCs were classified as koi fish or tomte glitches. As
a result, we incorporated higher SNR signals into the
training set of our new signal-vs-glitch classifiers.

C. Extremely high mass CBCs

For mergers beyond 250M⊙, the original Gravity Spy
model classifies 100% of these signals as low frequency
blips with ∼ 99% confidence. For example, a 270M⊙
CBC signal shares strong similarities in duration, fre-
quency range, and morphology with low frequency blips,
as shown in Figure 3. Since the original Gravity Spy
model could not classify any CBCs above 250M⊙, we in-
vestigated these types of signals separately and labeled
them as “extremely high mass” GW sources. Further
investigation, described in Section IVD, suggests that
treating this class separately is necessary.
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FIG. 2: Example qscans of high mass CBC GW signals and glitches confused by the original Gravity Spy model. A
simulated GW source with a total mass of 245 M⊙ (I) is most commonly mistaken for blips (A) and low frequency
blips (B), which share a similar morphology in a qscan. In contrast, a simulated signal with 126 M⊙ total mass and
an SNR of 35 (II) is more often confused for a koi fish glitch (C) or tomte (D) glitch. While the morphology of
these glitches is not as similar, the original Gravity Spy model tended to confuse higher SNR GW for the higher

SNR glitch classes.

IV. GRAVITY SPY AS A BASE FOR A
SIGNAL-VS-GLITCH CLASSIFIER

We first describe our investigations of the original
Gravity Spy model’s potential to distinguish between
GW signals and detector glitches. We then discuss our
improvements to the original Gravity Spy model for use
in this new capacity, targeting the challenges of the
classes discussed in the previous section.

A. Testing the original Gravity Spy

To understand the performance of the original Gravity
Spy model as a possible signal-vs-glitch classifier, we in-
vestigated the model’s classification of simulated GWs as
a function of the total mass, SNR, and spin of a CBC sig-
nal. We generated a set of simulated signals and tested
whether the model would classify them as chirps; the
class label corresponding to the limited number of sim-
ulated GWs included in Gravity Spy’s original training
set.

The parameters for the simulated GW waveforms used
in the test set were drawn uniformly from intervals:
massi ∈ [1M⊙, 125M⊙], SNR ∈ [3, 25], and spini ∈

[−0.95, 0.95], where i ∈ {1, 2} corresponds to each com-
pact object in the simulated merger. We split the sim-
ulated signals into the low mass (3 − 50 M⊙) and high
mass (50− 250 M⊙) categories such that there were 500
examples in each mass range.

Figure 4 shows the original Gravity Spy’s
classification[37] of these simulated signals, plotted
by the component masses massi, with classification
accuracy shown as color. Of the 273 false negatives in
the low mass range (Figure 4 A), 81% were classified as
a scratchy glitch while 17% were classified as Gaussian
noise (‘no glitch’). We note again that for the purposes
of this study, a no glitch classification is equivalent to a
GW classification, as both classes are not actionable for
further data quality studies in GW event candidate vali-
dation. The misclassifications of higher mass simulated
GW signals (Figure 4 B) were slightly more diverse with
the majority of the 204 false negatives being classified
as either a blip or low frequency blip.

These results are evidence that using the original Grav-
ity Spy’s CNN outside of its original intended purpose
is not sufficient for an accurate signal-vs-glitch classifier
without further modification, as we require high accu-
racy for automation for GW candidate event validation.
In particular, GWs require more representation in our
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FIG. 3: On the left is a simulated CBC GW signal with a total mass of 281 M⊙ and on the right is an example of a
low frequency blip glitch. Signals with mass above 250 M⊙ overlap very closely with low frequency blip glitches in

frequency range and duration, which makes them particularly difficult for image classifiers to differentiate.
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FIG. 4: The original Gravity Spy model’s classification of 500 simulated signals. The left plot (A) shows low mass
sources with parameters massi ∈ [1M⊙, 25M⊙] where i ∈ {1, 2} corresponds to each binary component in the
simulated merger, SNR ∈ [3, 25], and spini ∈ [−0.95, 0.95]. The right plot (B) shows high mass sources with
parameters massi ∈ [25M⊙, 125M⊙] with the same spin and SNR ranges as in (A). ”Chirps” that have been

correctly classified by the original Gravity Spy model are colored yellow, and incorrect classifications are purple.
While the simulated GWs have a range of SNR and spin values, the regions where the original Gravity Spy model is

able to perform best are clearly dominated by the source’s total mass, motivating a method that targets the
corresponding morphological differences.

training set relative to the original Gravity Spy training
set. Our results are consistent with the findings reported
in Bahaadini et al. [21], which identified a higher rate
of inaccuracies associated with signals that had a poorer
representation in the original Gravity Spy training set.

Only 60 out of the 9631 original Gravity Spy training
set examples were simulated GWs, as shown in Table II.
These simulated GWs were labeled as “chirps” to also
capture potential transient noise increasing in frequency
over time with a similar morphology [20]. Given the lack

of GW examples, we might expect few correct classifi-
cations of a broad range of simulated GWs as “chirps”.
However 79% of GW sources with a total mass within
25M⊙ and 150M⊙ were correctly classified by the origi-
nal Gravity Spy model.

In summary, we identified a clear relation between total
mass and the original Gravity Spy model’s classification
accuracy of GWs, motivating splitting up the classifier
to target different mass ranges. Additionally, we showed
that only a small subset of glitch classes cause GW mis-
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Glitch Training Examples Glitch Training Examples
Blip 1821 Koi Fish 706
Tomte 703 LF Blip 630
LF Burst 621 Scattered Light 593
Light Modulation 512 Power Line 449
LF Lines 447 Extremely Loud 447
Violin Mode 412 Fast Scattering 400
Scratchy 337 1080 Lines 327
Whistle 299 Helix 279
Repeating Blips 263 No Glitch 117
1400 Ripples 81 Chirp 60
Air Compressor 58 Wandering line 42
Paired Doves 279

TABLE II: Gravity Spy’s original training set [22]. Of the 9631 training examples in the original training set, the
number of simulated GW (“chirp”) examples was particularly small, as GW classification was outside of Gravity

Spy’s original intended use.

classifications in the original Gravity Spy model, which is
evidence that 20 glitch classes are unnecessary for reliable
signal versus glitch classification and may be introduc-
ing confusion for this targeted application. These results
suggest that better results for signal-vs-glitch classifica-
tion are attainable with an augmented training set and
a restructuring of the Gravity Spy classification model.

B. Rebuilding Gravity Spy

We propose a restructuring of the original Gravity Spy
classification framework for use in signal-vs-glitch classi-
fication. Our proposed model consists of two classifiers
focused on signals from either end of the mass spectrum
and the corresponding glitch classes that we have found
the original Gravity Spy model confuses for signals.

We will call the signal versus glitch model that fo-
cuses on low mass CBC sources and similar glitches
GSpySVG LM and the one that focuses on high mass
CBCs and similar glitches GSpySVG HM. In our proto-
type of this method we supply a balanced training set
for each model, reduce the glitch classes to only those
that the original Gravity Spy model confused with sig-
nals in the corresponding mass range, and increased the
diversity of GW morphology included in the GW class to
better represent expected GW signals.

After we implemented these changes, we found results
significantly improved compared with the original Grav-
ity Spy model. Using the same tests sets and mass ranges
as reported for the original Gravity Spy model in section
IVA Figure 4, we evaluated our new method’s ability
to correctly classify simulated GW signals, as shown in
Figure 5. Most notably, the number of simulated sig-
nals in the 3− 250M⊙ range classified correctly is much
higher for GSpySVG HM and GSpySVG LM compared
with the performance of original Gravity Spy, as shown
in Figures 4 and 5 respectively. While the original Grav-
ity Spy model was only able to classify 52% of simulated
signals in the same mass range correctly, GSpySVG HM

and GSpySVG LM were able to classify 97% of them cor-
rectly.
We also observed similarly accurate results for glitch

classifications by GSpySVG HM and GSpySVG LM. We
found that both GSpySVG HM and GSpySVG LM were
able to correctly classify 99% of the 200 test glitches as
belonging to the correct glitch class. This shows our
method is able to increase signal classification accuracy
while maintaining strong performance in glitch classifi-
cation. We note, however, that novel glitch classes that
could appear in future observing runs were not consid-
ered as the focus of this proof-of-principle study was to
demonstrate feasibility. For a study on the robustness of
a wider range of glitch classes we refer the reader to the
follow-up paper by Alvarez et al [38].
Further testing showed GSpySVG LM and

GSpySVG HM correctly classified 75% of the retracted
O3b GW event candidates [6, 7] as non-astrophysical.
Additionally, we tested the models on all confirmed O3b
candidate events [6]. GSpySVG HM was able to cor-
rectly classify all 10 signals that fell under the high mass
GW class and GSpySVG LM correctly classified 9/11.
The two O3b confirmed GW candidates misclassified by
GSpySVG LM were both classified as no glitch. So, of
all 21 signals in O3b, none would have been flagged as a
glitch by these new models.

C. Offsets

We also considered glitches and GW signals with a
slight time offset relative to the reported merger time
of the candidate. We confirmed that, as previously re-
ported, shifting signals with respect to the center of the
qscan results in a significant decrease in Gravity Spy clas-
sification performance. In particular, we saw a 16% de-
crease in signal classification accuracy when we intro-
duced random offsets in the range of [−0.1, 0.1] seconds
to account for possible offset candidate event times re-
ported in the search pipelines.
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GSpySVG LM

# of Examples

Blip 150
LF Blip 150

No Glitch 115
Scratchy 150

T
ru
e
C
la
ss

LM GW 150

GSpySVG HM

# of Examples

Blip 150
LF Blip 150
Koi Fish 150

Tomte 150

T
ru
e
C
la
ss

HM GW 150

TABLE III: Our new method consists of two classifiers based on the Gravity Spy model. GSpySVG LM is trained to
distinguish between low mass signals and similar glitches and GSpySVG HM is trained to handle high mass signals
and similar glitches. We list the glitch classes used in each classifier as well as the number of examples used in the
corresponding training set. Although this prototype method uses fewer training examples, it has a more equal

representation of GWs relative to glitch classes compared to the original Gravity Spy training set. We only included
glitch classes that Gravity Spy’s original model confused with either low mass or high mass GW signals.
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FIG. 5: GSpySVG LM (A) and GSpySVG HM (B) tested on the same test set and mass range used for the original
Gravity Spy model, as reported in Figure 4. As in Figure 4, the data is presented with the mass values on the x and
y axes, while signals that have been correctly identified are colored yellow and incorrect classifications are purple.

Compared with the original Gravity Spy model, our prototype produces a substantial decrease in GW
misclassifications: 273 to 9 for simulated signals with total mass in the range 3− 50M⊙ and 204 to 19 for simulated

signals with total mass in the range 50− 300M⊙.

GSpySVG LM Classification
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o
G
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S
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a
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h
y

G
W

Blip 50 0 0 0 0
LF Blip 0 50 0 0 0

No Glitch 0 0 49 1 0
Scratchy 0 0 0 48 2

T
ru
e
C
la
ss

GW 0 0 8 1 491

GSpySVG HM Classification

B
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B
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p

K
o
i
F
is
h
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G
W

Blip 50 0 0 0 0
LF Blip 0 50 0 0 0
Koi Fish 0 0 47 3 0

Tomte 0 0 0 50 0

T
ru
e
C
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ss

GW 4 15 0 0 481

TABLE IV: A confusion matrix for GSpySVG LM (left) and GSpySVG HM (right) performance, as shown in
Figure 5. Both GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM correctly classified 99% of the test glitches while GW

classification accuracy was 98% and 96% respectively. Moreover, below a total mass of 200M⊙, GSpySVG HM was
able to classify 98% of simulated signals correctly.

To improve robustness against time offsets for GW event candidates, we supplemented our new training set
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for the GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM models with
time-translated examples. We made 4 copies of each ex-
ample in our GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM training
sets and added a random offset in the range of [−0.1, 0.1]
seconds to each of the copies. This supplemented train-
ing set increased classification accuracy from 83% to 99%
on the same test set of time-translated images. We saw a
negligible difference in performance on the un-translated
test set. Figure 6 gives an example of a simulated GW
signal in our original training set and 4 copies with ran-
dom time offsets, as used in our supplemented training
set.

D. Re-scaled qscans for CBC sources with total
mass above 250M⊙

In section III C, we noted that signals with a total mass
above 250M⊙ were extremely challenging for the original
Gravity Spy CNN to classify. When testing the original
Gravity Spy model on a test set of 50 simulated signals
with total masses between 250M⊙ and 350M⊙, none of
them were classified correctly. Even after retraining for
signals in the 50 to 250M⊙ range, GSpySVG HM was
only able to correctly classify ∼ 8% of these signals. Both
the original Gravity Spy model and GSpySVG HM mis-
classified these simulated signals as low frequency blip
glitches.

In this mass range, signals and low frequency blip
glitches are nearly indistinguishable by eye and with a
CNN using qscans as a feature set, as shown in Figure
3. To overcome this challenge, we introduce a new fea-
ture set using qscan processing techniques that give our
method more distinguishing power.

We apply a Mercator projection to the qscans that
stretches images vertically [39]; an example of a simu-
lated GW source with a total mass of 270 M⊙ and low
frequency blip before and after applying the projection
can be seen in Figure 7. This projection gives us better
resolution of the data above ∼ 100 Hz. As shown in Fig-
ure 7, the GW (A) presents as a long thick line whereas
the low frequency blip (D) tapers off and becomes quite
thin. Through the lens of the Mercator projection, these
characteristics are common between low frequency blips
and GW sources in the [250M⊙, 350M⊙] range.
We retrained another classifier using Gravity Spy’s ar-

chitecture on a training set of simulated signals in the
total mass range [250M⊙, 350M⊙] and low frequency
blip examples with the Mercator transformation applied
to the qscans. We call this binary classification model
GSpySVG EHM. On the same test set that the original
Gravity Spy model classified 0/50 extremely high mass
simulated signals correctly, GSpySVG EHM was able to
correctly classify 48/50. Moreover, our binary model saw
a 100% correct classification rate on 50 test low frequency
blip glitches. GSpySVG EHM acts as a proof of concept
that building different feature sets with qscan processing
techniques can aid in challenging classifications. A first

implementation based on the recommendations from this
proof-of-principle study leveraged this key result by fun-
neling a candidate’s classification to a low-mass or high-
mass classifier based on its initial estimated mass [38].

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have discussed the types of GW de-
tector noise artifacts that have been known to mimic
real GW events and have outlined our investigation into
prototyping a reliable signal-vs-glitch classification model
using Gravity Spy’s architecture.
The main finding of this paper is that breaking up

the original Gravity Spy model into multiple classifiers
that specialize in differentiating similar CBC signals and
detector glitches results in significant improvements for
signal-vs-glitch classification accuracy. We have proto-
typed a restructuring of the original Gravity Spy model
in the GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM models which
have shown great improvements when tested on simu-
lated signals, glitches, and O3b candidate events.
We compared the performance of our method to us-

ing the original Gravity Spy model as a signal-vs-glitch
classifier, outside of its designed scope of use. In their
target mass ranges, GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM
achieved an overall simulated signal classification accu-
racy of 97%, an increase from 52% with the original
Gravity Spy model. Furthermore, GSpySVG LM and
GSpySVG HM classified test sets consisting of 200 glitch
examples that often mimic the form of signals with 99%
accuracy each. Both GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM
were also tested on O3b data where they were able to
correctly classify all confirmed events as non-glitches, an
improvement from 6/21 with the original Gravity Spy
model. In addition to our main improvements in the
< 250M⊙ range, we also investigated signals and glitches
that may appear with a slight offset in time. For signals
with a time offset in the range of ±0.1 seconds, we were
able to increase classification accuracy from 83% to 99%
by adding random time offsets to each of the training
images in the GSpySVG LM and GSpySVG HM train-
ing sets.
We further improved the performance of our prototype

method to high mass CBC sources that share morphol-
ogy with low frequency blip glitches. We developed novel
qscan scaling techniques and demonstrated that Gravity
Spy’s CNN is able to distinguish between signals with
total mass greater than 250M⊙ and low frequency blip
glitches when a Mercator projection is applied to the qs-
cans. We trained a third binary classifier that made use
of the Mercator projection to emphasize distinguishing
features between the extremely high mass GW and low
frequency blip classes. This GSpySVG EHM model clas-
sified simulated signals with a total mass between 250M⊙
and 350M⊙ with 96% accuracy. This is a substantial im-
provement over 0% accuracy that we saw with the orig-
inal Gravity Spy model. This part of the project high-
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FIG. 6: An example of a simulated signal with random time offsets. A simulated GW with a merger time at t = 0 is
shown on the top left. The other images are 4 copies, each containing a random time offset in the range of [−0.1, 0.1]

seconds. We added red center lines at t = 0 to the images included in this figure as a visual aid.

lights the potential for qscan processing techniques to be
leveraged for CNN classifications.

We note that, at the time of writing, a com-
plete workflow based on this work that combines
the GSpySVG LM, GSpySVG HM, and GSpySVG EHM
models into a reliable signal-vs-glitch classifier for future
GW observing runs has been implemented by Alvarez et
al. [38].
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FIG. 7: An example of a simulated 270M⊙ merger (A) and the same signal after applying the Mercator projection
(B). We show the same projection for a low frequency blip glitch in plots C and D. We note the characteristic
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transform does alter the frequency labels that are present in the qscans above, however, they can be ignored as

Gravity Spy does not read labels.
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