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Current gravitational wave (GW) detection pipelines for compact binary coalescence based on
matched-filtering have reported over 90 confident detections during the first three observing runs of
the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) detector network. Decreasing the latency of detection, in particular
for future detectors anticipated to have high detection rates, remains an ongoing effort. In this paper,
we develop and test a sparse dictionary learning (SDL) algorithm for the rapid detection of GWs. We
evaluate the algorithms biases and estimate its GW detection rate for an astrophysical population
of binary black holes. The SDL algorithm is assessed using both, simulated data injected into the
proposed A+ detector sensitivity and real data containing confident detections from the third LVK
observing run. We find that our SDL algorithm can reconstruct a single binary black hole signal in
less than 1 s. This suggests that SDL could be regarded as a promising approach for rapid, efficient
GW detection in future observing runs of ground-based detectors.

I. INTRODUCTION

The 2015 detection of gravitational wave (GW) source
GW150914 marked a new era in physics, and signaled
the rise of GW astrophysics [1]. Since then, more
than 90 GW signals from compact binary coalescences
(CBC) have been confidently detected with the Advanced
LIGO [2] and Advanced Virgo [3] ground-based detec-
tor network [4, 5], recently having added KAGRA [6].
Detections are not only essential in understanding the
properties of individual CBCs, but also their underlying
populations in our local Universe. In the third observ-
ing run, it was found that the binary black hole (BBH)
mass distribution has localized over- and under-densities
relative to a power-law distribution with peaks emerging
at chirp masses of 8.3+0.3

−0.5 M⊙ and 27.9+1.9
−1.8 M⊙, with a

merger rate proportional to (1 + z)κ where κ = 2.9+1.7
−1.8

for redshift z < 1 [7].
A number of detection pipelines have been developed

to statistically determine the likelihood of the presence
of a GW signal in detector data - most notably the Gst-
LAL [8], MBTA [9], PyCBC [10], IAS [11], SPIIR [12],

∗ Authors contributed equally.

and cWB [13] pipelines. Most CBC pipelines are based
on matched-filtering in which incoming GWs are cross-
correlated to pre-computed signal templates (or wave-
form approximants) for given source parameters (see
e.g. [14]). Despite their many strengths, development
of faster, more computationally efficient procedures to
search for GW signals in data grows increasingly im-
portant as data volume increases. More recently, ma-
chine learning methods and artificial intelligence tech-
niques have been developed to improve GW detection
prospects (see e.g. [15–17] for specific proposals and [18–
21] for reviews on applications of machine learning in GW
astronomy).

In this study we apply one such machine learning ap-
proach – sparse dictionary learning (SDL) – to investigate
the viability of this method to detecting CBCs buried
in the strain data of ground-based detectors. Our work
builds on the study initiated in [22] where SDL was first
employed to detect signals from massive black hole bi-
nary mergers in the presence of foreground noise due to
Galactic binaries with LISA. A salient feature of the anal-
ysis reported here is that its focus is on the prospects of
detecting GW signals from an astrophysical population
of BBH mergers simulated from the catalog of mergers
produced in [23]. For completeness, we also evaluate the
intrinsic performance of our SDL algorithm when con-
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sidering a population of BBH mergers with a flat prior
over a broader range of parameters. We use only single-
detector data and the dictionary is trained with simu-
lated waveforms based on the IMRPhenomD approximant
from the PyCBC library [24]. The performance of our SDL
algorithm is evaluated by injecting the data into the sim-
ulated sensitivity of the proposed A+ detector [25] and
also using real data containing confident detections from
the third LVK observing run.

Our study indicates that SDL is an encouraging tech-
nique to detect BBH signals buried in detector data. The
relatively few training signals needed to create a dictio-
nary and its quick reconstruction speed make SDL a po-
tentially ideal approach for a rapid and computationally
efficient detection pipeline. We are able to reconstruct
injected waveforms in simulated A+ noise [25] and those
corresponding to real O3b confident events with FAR
≤ 12/yr, each within less than 1 s. These results sug-
gest that the development of an SDL-based, full-fledged
detection pipeline for ground-based GW interferometers
is worth pursuing.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Sec. II
we describe the methodology used to access the dictio-
nary approach where in Sec. IIA we first introduce the
dictionary learning approach to be applied to astrophys-
ical populations described in Sec. II B. We present our
results in Sec. III. Lastly, we discuss further prospects
of the dictionary learning approach and summarize our
findings in Sec. IV.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Sparse Dictionary Learning

The development of algorithms for the sparse recon-
struction of a signal over a dictionary has received signif-
icant interest in the last decades [26–28]. This approach
is an alternative to more traditional signal representa-
tions based on Fourier decomposition, wavelets, chirplets,
or warplets. The use of SDL for GW data analysis was
first introduced in [29]. It has since been applied in a
number of subsequent works in the field of GW astron-
omy [22, 30–33]. Following [29] we model the detector
strain, s(t), as a superposition of the CBC signal h(t)
and the detector noise n(t):

s(t) = h(t) + n(t). (1)

The objective of SDL [34, 35] is to find a sparse vector α
that reconstructs the true signal h as a linear combination
of columns of a preset matrix D, called dictionary,

h ∼ Dα. (2)

The columns of the dictionary, called atoms, can be a set
of prototype signals, like Fourier basis or wavelets, or one
can design the dictionary to fit a given set of GW tem-
plates. In our study, those signals are BBH waveforms.

The loss function is expressed as

J(h) = ||s− h||2L2
+ λR(h), (3)

and searches for a solution that minimises J(h) in the
time domain, where || · ||L2

is the L2 norm [36, 37]. The
first term in the loss function, often referred to as the
error term, measures how well the solution fits the data,
while the regularisation term R(h) captures any imposed
constraints. The regularisation parameter λ tunes the
weight of the regularisation term relative to the error
term; it is a hyperparameter of the optimisation process.
We apply a learning process where the dictionary is

trained to fit a given set of signals. For our CBC sig-
nals the waveforms are aligned at the strain maximum
(i.e. at the time of merger for each signal) and divided
into patches, with the number of patches (p) much larger
than the length of each patch (w). To train the dictionary
we consider both the sparse vector α and the dictionary
D as variables:

αλ,Dλ = argmin
α,D

{
1

w

p∑
i=1

||Dαi − xi||2L2
+ λ||αi||L1

}
,

(4)
with xi denoting the i-th training patch and vector spar-
sity imposed via the regularisation term R(h) = ||α||L1 ,
using the L1 norm. We note that αλ,Dλ cannot be solved
simultaneously unless the variables are considered sepa-
rately as outlined in [38]. This is commonly called the
“basis pursuit” [39, 40] or “least absolute shrinkage and
selection operator” (LASSO) [41, 42] problem.
In our study we will be surveying a range of BBH sig-

nals with optimal signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) ρopt defined
as

ρopt =
√
(h|h), (5)

for a deterministic waveform h where

(x|y) = 2

∫ ∞

0

x(f)y∗(f) + x∗(f)y(f)

Sn(f)
df , (6)

and where Sn(f) is the one-sided noise power spectral
density (PSD) and symbol ∗ denotes complex conjuga-
tion. To measure the performance of a dictionary, we
calculate the overlap between detector strain s and the
recovered waveform hr,

O(s, hr) =
(s|hr)√

(s|s)(hr|hr)
. (7)

The overlap O can range between -1 and 1, with 1 reflect-
ing perfectly matched signals, and -1 implying perfect
anti-correlation. The overlap is widely used in the GW
community for identifying transient CBC signals through
matched filtering using waveform template banks [14, 43–
45]. This calculation yields information on the quality
of the signal reconstruction in the presence of detector
noise.
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B. BBH populations

The SDL algorithm is employed to reconstruct an as-
trophysical population of BBH mergers. To construct
this population we use a year of observation based on
the catalog of mergers described in the default model of
[23]. The black holes have masses ranging from 5 M⊙ to
45 M⊙ from stars with metallicity between 1%-100% of
the Solar metallicity, and a formation redshift between
0 to 8. Compared to other merger catalogs, this one is
built on a comprehensive 3-dimensional model of the bi-
nary star formation rate in the Universe as a function
of progenitor galaxy properties (mass and metallicity)
and the redshift of formation. The efficiency in forming
merging black holes is derived using the default prescrip-
tion of the rapid binary evolution population synthesis
code COSMIC (v3.4.0) [46]. The pair-instability super-
nova mechanism in massive stars enforces the upper mass
limit. Moreover, BBHs formed from isolated binary evo-
lution tend to favor equal mass ratio systems. We note
that the local astrophysical merger rate of the catalog is
higher than that quoted by the LVK Collaboration (see
Fig. 5 in [23]).

We investigate our detection biases by evaluating the
performance of the SDL algorithm with a flat-prior test-
ing population of 150,000 BBH signals. Compared to
the astrophysical population (and also the training pop-
ulation we use to optimize our dictionary hyperparame-
ters; see below), the flat-prior explores a larger range in
the black hole parameters: total mass 5 M⊙ ≤ Mtot ≤
80 M⊙, redshift 0 ≤ z ≤ 8, and mass ratio 1 ≤ q ≤ 5.
Establishing the method’s robustness in detecting sys-
tems outside the training dataset validates that it does
not overfit. Moreover, building a flat-prior population
demonstrates the algorithm’s performance in detecting
GWs from BBHs outside the considered astrophysical
population.

C. Dictionary optimisation

Optimal signal reconstruction quality can only be
achieved after the hyperparameters of the dictionary have
been determined, namely the patch length w, the number
of patches p, and the regularisation parameter λ. As done
in previous works [29], we define a suitable set of hyper-
parameters as one that yields the best results according
to a given quality metric. Therefore, we manually check
a large range of dictionaries, using the signal overlap as
our quality metric, to find the best dictionary in this set
for our purposes.

We first build a dictionary that attempts to reconstruct
an underlying CBC signal in detector data using noise-
free training signals. To this aim we generate 150 training
BBH waveforms (or atoms) with uniformly distributed
primary masses from 3 M⊙ to 60 M⊙, uniform random
sky location, and uniformly distributed redshift from 0
to 8 to formulate our dictionary. All waveforms capture
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FIG. 1. Examples of signal reconstruction (green curve) us-
ing a trained dictionary for a given detector data (blue curve).
The true GW signal (orange curve) present in the detector
data is shown for comparison. In the two panels, we illustrate
the reconstructions for different optimal SNRs ρopt (shown in
legend). The stronger example is reconstructed with an over-
lap of 0.57 and the weaker one with an overlap of 0.21.

the merger, inspiral and ringdown of the signal projected
in the LIGO Hanford detector lasting 0.375 s at sam-
pling frequency fs = 8192 Hz. They are generated using
the waveform approximant IMRPhenomD as implemented
in the PyCBC library [24]. These are then whitened us-
ing detector noise sensitivity and are then trained using
Eq. (4) to create a learned dictionary.

We build dictionaries of patch length w = [2, 29] in
powers of 2 and number of patches p = [w, 10w] in
0.5w intervals. This leads to a total of 171 dictionaries.
Each of them takes between 5 s to 454 s to be created
1, increasing in time as patch length increases. Once a
dictionary has been built, one must determine its perfor-
mance quality using validation signals. Those comprise
25 CBC waveforms injected into detector noise. Finally,
we reconstruct an additional set of 25 CBC testing sig-
nals over λ = [10−6, 10−1], as done in previous works
on SDL [22, 29–33]. The calibration of hyperparameter
λ is particularly important as too large a value would
result in a failure to reconstruct (returning mainly zeros)
whereas too small a value would leave the input data
unaltered. We use the overlap to determine the quality
of reconstructed signals for different dictionaries, finding
that the combination w = 512, p = 1.5w = 768, λ = 10−4

gives the largest overlap. With this, we fix these hyper-
parameters for the rest of the study. Examples of BBH
reconstructions are shown in Fig. 1. One can see that
when the injected BBH waveform is sufficiently strong
(left) the amplitude and the frequency content are well
reconstructed. However, for the notably weaker signal
shown on the right panel the waveform reconstruction
closely approximates a flat line.

1 Created using Intel E5-2698 v4 CPU model.
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D. SDL detection pipeline

The flowchart plotted in Fig. 2 summarizes the various
steps involved in our SDL detection pipeline. All testing
data (flat prior and astrophysical prior populations) are
designed to have the same observation time and sampling
rate as the noise-free training signals. To compute the
false alarm rate (FAR) of our single-detector analysis,
i.e. the rate that a signal’s reconstruction is sourced from
noise, we consider datasets that include noise. The FAR
is estimated as the fraction of noise-only data windows
identified as CBC signal per unit of time using a long
time period of detector noise. The FAR is limited by
the observation period Tobs, being at best 1/Tobs. For
this study, we consider one month of data. Stationary,
Gaussian detector noise can be simulated using the PyCBC
module. In addition, noise from existing data is selected
such that there are no confidently detected BBHs present
in the chosen GPS time windows.

We then whiten the noisy data using the detector PSD,
divide it into 0.375 s intervals and reconstruct the strain
using a learned dictionary. The reconstruction quality
between the inputted noisy data and their corresponding
reconstructions is then calculated to formulate a noise
distribution of a single, whitened detector noise. We
compare the overlap of the reconstructed signal to the
overlap distribution obtained with noise only data in or-
der to estimate its significance.

Population

Detection Metric

Reconstruction

Pre-processing

Data  
Generation

Overlap

Whitened Database

Real Data 
O3b Glitch-
free Noise  

Simulated 
A+ Noise Real Data 
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Dictionary
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FIG. 2. Flowchart illustrating the procedures for analyzing
the BBH populations (flat and astrophysical) and the real
O3b data.

III. RESULTS

We now discuss our findings in this study. Once a
suitable dictionary has been found (see Section IIC) we
survey two types of datasets. We first apply our SDL
pipeline to a suite of BBH waveforms from an astrophys-
ical population [23] and from a flat prior population, in
both cases using the LIGO Hanford detector with A+
sensitivity, and then apply the method to current O3b
LIGO Hanford detections.

A. BBH detection with simulated A+ sensitivity

We first analyze the detection prospects in the LIGO-
Hanford detector with upgraded A+ sensitivity. We plot
in Fig. 3 the overlap distributions for the two BBH popu-
lations considered. The various distributions shown cor-
respond to different ranges in the optimal SNR of the

FIG. 3. Overlap distributions for the flat-prior (top) and as-
trophysical (bottom) populations in comparison to simulated
A+ noise (black). The different colors in the distributions
correspond to different ranges in the optimal SNR of the in-
jected signals (as indicated in the legends).
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FIG. 4. Receiver Operating Characteristics of the dictionary
for the two testing populations. We show, in orange (blue),
the detection rate (true positive rate) along the primary (sec-
ondary) y-axis as a function of the FAR for events in the
astrophysical (flat) prior testing dataset, considering the A+
sensitive Hanford detector. The shaded, green rectangle des-
ignates the extrapolated region.

injected signals. In addition, the normal distribution
shown in black corresponds to the noise-only overlap.
For both populations almost all injections with ρopt > 20
have overlaps beyond the detector noise. Both popula-
tions have similar overlap distributions up to ρopt < 20.
However, beyond this SNR, the astrophysical distribution
sharply falls, whereas the flat-prior population plateaus.
The former is attributed to the dearth of high ρopt as-
trophysical events due to far fewer BBHs with increas-
ing distance (and redshift). In contrast, the flat-prior
distributes BBHs uniformly across distance and, hence,
ρopt.

In Fig. 4 we show the Receiver Operating Curve (ROC)
both for the astrophysical dataset (orange) and for the
flat-prior dataset (blue), extrapolated down to FAR =
10−3 yr−1. The error bars in the two curves shown for
values of FAR greater than 10 yr−1 are based on the
simulated detector noise. The dashed lines in the green-
shaded region show the extrapolation for smaller FAR
values. The large error bars and the loss of smooth-
ness near FAR ≈ 12 yr−1 is an artifact of the low
noise statistic at low FARs. The SDL method yields
a single-detector detection rate of over 104 yr−1 with a
FAR ≲ 1/month. Moreover, we estimate to detect over
5000 events annually with a FAR ≲ 1/Myr.

Fig. 5 displays a scatter plot of the overlap for both
populations as a function of optimal SNR ρopt. One sees
that irrespective of the dataset, injections with ρopt ≥ 15
have a FAR < 1/month (or O(s, hr) ≥ 0.35). This cor-
responds to a confidence level of more than 5σ from the
noise distribution, as depicted by the shaded grey regions.
Therefore, injections in the LIGO Hanford detector with
A+ sensitivity and ρopt ≥ 15 will be confidently detected
with our SDL pipeline. As expected, injecting signals of

FIG. 5. Reconstructed overlap O for both the astrophysi-
cal and flat prior populations as a function of injected SNR
ρopt. The shaded grey regions in decreasing transparency cor-
respond to the 1σ to 6σ regions of the noise distribution ob-
tained with LIGO Hanford simulated data with the A+ sen-
sitivity.

increasingly larger SNR improves reconstruction quality
and detection prospects. A near perfect reconstruction
O(s, hr) ≥ 0.95 is achieved for injections with ρopt ≥ 100.

ROCs for systems with different primary BBH masses
are depicted in Fig. 6, to show the detection efficiency as
a function of primary BH mass. Larger primary masses
result in flatter ROC curves. This can be attributed to a
combination of the GW SNR and frequency evolution as
a function of BHmass. Larger primary mass systems gen-
erally have larger SNRs, with the merger and ringdown
frequency in the more sensitive part of LIGO Hanford’s
sensitivity curve. In addition, the frequency of the GW
plays a role in reconstruction quality, as discussed above
(cf. Fig. 1). Smaller mass systems are more difficult to re-
construct accurately due to the higher merger frequency
- the predominantly sinusoidal signal within the 0.375 s
of input data is difficult for our algorithm to distinguish
in comparison to a chirping signal of higher mass sys-
tems. This suggests that our choice of dictionary is more
catered to large mass BBH systems.

To discriminate between the effects of the SNR and the
BH mass on the detection efficiency, and to also look at
its effect on the detection rates of the astrophysical pop-
ulation, we plot in Fig. 7 the true positive rate (TPR)
of a BBH system as function of its optimal SNR ρopt
and its primary mass M1 and mass ratio q. We ob-
serve that there is an optimal “spike” in detection ef-
ficiency for M1 ∼ 40 M⊙ where all ρopt ≥ 12.5 result
in TPR ≥ 0.9 for the astrophysical population. How-
ever, for the flat-prior population, this contour remains
relatively constant for M1 ≥ 20 M⊙. This is due to the
astrophysical population consisting of many more (ap-
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FIG. 6. Receiver operating characteristics of the dictionary
for different primary black hole mass (M1). The TPR is shown
as a function of the FAR for events distributed in the flat-
prior dataset, injected in the LIGO Hanford detector with
A+ sensitivity.

proximately) 20 M⊙ − 20 M⊙ BBH systems than in the
flat prior population, thus giving a “peak” detection pref-
erence at these approximate total masses. There is no
preference for black hole mass ratio q; a TPR ≥ 0.9 is
found for ρopt ≥ 12.5 for all mass ratios in the flat prior
population. The best reconstructions in the astrophys-
ical population were made for q ∼ 1. These differences
can be explained by the difference in studied populations
and the trained population.

B. Detection of O3b BBH signals

We next apply our algorithm to the 35 confident event
detections from the O3b observing run [5]. These are
CBC events that have a probability of astrophysical
origin pastro > 0.5, based upon results of at least one
of the LVK search pipelines. For each confident event,
the detector data is processed in the same manner
as for the astrophysical population testing set. We
reconstruct waveform hr from data s, and calculate
the overlap. Approximately 2% of the calculated noise
overlap distribution is greater than 0.4 - some of which
are larger than O3b confident reconstruction results.
These are sourced from the reconstruction of transient
noise, or glitches, in measured detector data. Noise
transients clearly present an issue in real data analysis.
We use the Gravity Spy glitch catalogue [47] to remove
identified glitches in the selected O3b data and use this
filtered noise data for our FAR analysis. In Fig. 8 we
plot the FAR curves of the noise distribution before
and after glitch removal. As expected, the removal
of glitch transients has a strong impact on detection

FIG. 7. True positive rate of detection at a FAR of 1/month as
a function of injected SNR ρopt versus varying primary black
hole mass M1 (top) and black hole mass ratio q (bottom)
in A+ sensitive LIGO-Hanford detector. The background
colorplot represents the flat-prior test results and the iso-
lines correspond to that of the astrophysical prior. The dot-
ted white line represents the astrophysical population’s upper
limit, hence the astrophysical iso-lines terminate at this limit.
The solid white line represents the upper limit of the training
dataset and falls outside the range of the testing datasets for
the bottom plot (at q = 6).

prospects. O3b confident events that reconstructed
with O(s, hr) ≥ 0.5 had a FAR ≤ 1 month−1 -
namely events GW191204 171526, GW191230 180458,
GW200202 154313, GW200216 220804,
GW200225 060421 and GW200311 115853. Recon-
struction of all 35 confident events took 24.6 s total
on an AMD EPYC 7502 CPU using the time Python
software package. These results suggest that using SDL
to reconstruct BBHs from LIGO data is a promising,
expedient detection method.
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FIG. 8. O3b confident event reconstruction performance in
comparison to O3b noise before and after glitch removal. The
dashed lines represent the extrapolated FAR, and the shaded
green region indicates FAR below 1/mo.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have developed and tested a sparse dictionary
learning (SDL) algorithm for the rapid detection of GWs
from binary black hole mergers. Contrary to most de-
tection pipelines of BBH systems currently operational
in the LVK Collaboration, this approach does not rely
on matched-filtering. To test our method, a suite of
BBH systems from a realistic astrophysical population
has been generated. Moreover, we have also built an ad-
ditional set of BBH systems using a flat prior in order to
test for potential biases in the design of the method. The
SDL algorithm has been assessed using both, simulated
data from the two BBH populations injected into the
proposed A+ detector sensitivity and real data contain-
ing confident detections from the third LVK observing
run.

A few important comments on the design of a SDL
pipeline for waveform reconstruction and detection are
in order. When designing a dictionary, one must de-
cide what features of a waveform to attempt to recon-
struct. Although we chose here to reconstruct the inspi-
ral, merger and ringdown of all BBH waveforms of our
datasets over 0.375 s of observation time to create a sin-
gle, general-purpose dictionary, one could instead create
dictionaries to search for specific features over different
time-windows. For example, one could create different
dictionaries, each focusing on separately reconstructing
the inspiral, merger and ringdown phases of the wave-
form in detail respectively, as opposed to a single dictio-
nary that reconstructs the entire GW. Building dictio-
naries is strongly driven by the content of the datasets -
ensuring one has a sufficient amount of quality training
data is critical to signal reconstruction success. Dictio-
naries with too few training signals, or training signals
that differ too greatly from the desired features to be re-

constructed, may give poor results. Data streams with
too small of a sampling frequency risk losing sinusoidal
behaviors that can be reconstructed.

Considering too short of a time window may result
in a partial or non-capture of a CBC waveform of in-
terest; correspondingly, too long a time window may re-
sult in detector noise being weighted too much in detec-
tion statistics. Even with all of these considerations in
mind, one may be designing dictionaries that cater to
a subset of desired features while complicating the re-
construction capabilities of other features: formulating
a general-purpose dictionary can thus become an intri-
cate task when one wants to search for several waveform
features. Once a learned dictionary has been created,
verifying it is capable of reconstructing desired behaviors
is necessary before using it on testing data. Searching for
an optimal dictionary can be challenging - one needs to
search through many combinations of hyperparameters
numerically as no analytical approaches currently exist.
This suggests that creating a truly optimised dictionary
is a difficult task, but one can feasibly determine a justi-
fiably good dictionary amongst a large set of them.

With these considerations in mind, we searched for
a learned dictionary that reconstructs well the inspiral,
merger and ringdown of a BBH wavefrom. We created
171 dictionaries varying in patch length w, number of
patches p and regularisation parameter λ and determined
the quality of the learned dictionary using the overlap
metric of reconstructed validation signals. We found that
w = 512, p = 768, λ = 10−4 give the largest overlaps,
and we fixed this dictionary for the study reported in this
paper. Let us clarify that finding the best dictionary is
beyond the scope of our study.

Using the LIGO Hanford detector at the A+ sensitiv-
ity, BBH signals from the astrophysical population with
injected optimal SNR ρopt ≥ 15 are reconstructed with
O(s, hr) ≥ 0.35, corresponding to a FAR ≤ 1/month.
The best reconstruction performance is found for BBH
systems with primary mass M1 ∼ 40M⊙ and q ∼ 1 -
such systems with ρopt ≥ 12.5 could be detected with
TPR ≥ 0.9 when FAR = 1/month. The flat prior re-
sults proved to have equal detection prospects for sys-
tems with Mtot ≥ 20M⊙ and q ≥ 1, only breaking down
at smaller masses and mass ratio due to limitations in
the waveform frequency content of the dictionary in such
cases. This suggests that detection prospects using SDL,
although promising, are determined by dictionary and
testing population designs. We have also shown that
applying SDL to actual data instead of simulated sig-
nals, using in particular the 35 BBH confident detections
from O3b, yielded reasonably good reconstruction per-
formance as measured by the overlap. Glitches have a
strong impact on the detection prospects when work-
ing with real data, although making up a small portion
of detector noise data. A removal of glitches using the
noise transient catalogue from [47] showed a dramatic
improvement in detection prospects, with any O3b con-
fident result reconstructed with O ≥ 0.5 having a FAR
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= 1/month.
Perhaps most importantly, SDL has also proven itself

to be a fairly rapidly working method. With an assem-
bled dictionary, one can reconstruct a single testing sig-
nal within seconds - allowing for potentially rapid anal-
ysis of a GW data stream. Learning a dictionary with
the 150 training signals from our BBH populations (with
uniformly distributed primary masses, sky location, and
redshift) took, at most, 454 s to create, and reconstruc-
tion of all 35 O3b confident events took 24.6 s - certainly
faster than traditional matched-filtering pipelines.

Future study aims to expand the single-detector SDL
method reported in this work to multiple detectors for a
network reconstruction analysis. The inclusion of multi-
ple streams of data to reconstruct can improve detection
prospects and allow for better comparisons to other de-
tection pipelines. The additional detectors can also pro-
vide an improved error analysis: coincidence rates be-
tween detectors can be determined, usually reducing the
FAR by orders of magnitude. SDL’s expedient analysis
speed could potentially be used in as a pre-screening tool
in LVK data. Further work is needed to separate overlap-
ping CBC signals, and study the viability of subtracting
reconstructed BBHs from ground detector data in an ef-
fort to detect or constrain weaker GW sources - namely
from cosmological origin. More developed search meth-
ods for an optimised dictionary are needed as well in or-
der to improve dictionary-learning detection approaches.
Furthermore, the inclusion of additional noise sources
may introduce degeneracies when reconstructing CBCs
- we leave the impact of this on our analysis for future
study.

Data availability: The codes and all the necessary
files to reproduce the results in this paper will be made
available on GitHub2.
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