
Burst Group Telecon 2002/11/04

Attendance

Ballmer, Cadonati, Finn, Ito, Marka, Mukherjee, Katsavounidis, Klimenko, Sathyaprakash,
Saulson, Schofield, Shoemaker, Sutton, Sylvestre, Weinstein.

Report on Nov. 1 Analysis

• Saulson pointed out that report is late and we need to get it finished. Requested volun-
teers for writing/editing sections in the current version (dated 2002/10/27). Volunteers
(sections): Saulson (1.2, on S1 data, and 4.3-4.5, on background rates, event bound,
and interpreted bound), Sutton (2.3, on coincidence analysis), Mukherjee/GEO (8.3,
on LIGO-GEO joint analysis), Weinstein (3.3.2, on detector response), Ballmer (3.5,
on veto and event tuning), Cadonati (4.1, on epoch veto, and 4.2, on sanity checks),
Marka, Rahkola, Mukherjee, et al (6, GW associated with GRBs). It was decided not
to write Section 5 on unknown-source search results until later.

• Saulson suggested that we set goal of all text written by Nov. 8 so that editing team
(Finn and Saulson) can get it edited for the next telecon on Nov. 11 and submitted on
Nov. 15.

• Sathyaprakash asked where the report goes. Saulson said that the LSC will create
review committees to review each UL draft report critically before submitting them
for outside publication. Also, suggestions have been made for LSC-wide telecon reports
like those for E7.

Status of Nov. 1 Analysis

GEO

• Mukherjee reported that GEO people have run 3 hours of S1 playground data through
analysis pipeline. Vetoes from ‘P-Q’ monitor kill 22% of events with very small dead-
time. Hope for improvement, and work still in progress. GEO characterization logbook
has details.

• Cadonati ran TFCLUSTERS over 3 hours of GEO playground, and produced ASCII
files with event details. These times did not overlap with LIGO triple-coincidence
times, so a proper LIGO–GEO coincidence analysis cannot be done. Saulson suggested
that the mechanics of coincidence can still be demonstrated.

Externally triggered search

• Marka reported that the external triggers search team have run the background analysis
on the full set of S1 data, excluding locks containing GRB triggers. They then ran
on locks with GRBs but away from GRB times (only available for L1-H2 coincidence
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locks). Produced histograms for distribution of the cross-correlation statistic, and
estimated an upper limit using the Feldman-Cousins technique.

• The main question left to address is how to relate the cross-correlation statistic with
a strain upper limit. Marka et al have produced a large number of waveforms with
known rms and added to the data to estimate the relation between strain and the
cross-correlation. Finn suggested using the ‘canonical’ 1ms Gaussian pulse so that the
gravitational-wave power is flat in the IFO band. This signal is physically motivated
(eg, collapsar progenitors for GRBs) and is easy to characterize.

• Some details are posted at http://www.ligo.caltech.edu/˜sn/NoisyRegions/RegionList.html

LIGO untriggered search

• Ito, Schofield reported on study of coupling between AS Q and auxiliary (veto) channels
using hardware injections into DARM and CARM around S1.

– For L1, all hardware injections found in the AS DC veto channel by glitchMon had
amplitude 10−3 times that reported by SLOPE running on AS Q. All playground
vetoes pass this check (had larger ratio of glitchMon:SLOPE amplitude), and so
are unlikely to be due to gravitational-wave bursts.

– Work for LHO IFOs not yet done because there were no injections into H1 and
no veto channel has been selected for H2.

– Results to be posted in Burst elog.

• Cadonati reported on triple-coincidence results. The blrms-based epoch veto is very
useful in reducing the number of events making it through triple coincidence, especially
for SLOPE (two order of magnitude reduction), at a cost of order 30% of the livetime.

• There was some discussion of the philosophy that should be used in tuning the pipeline.
Weinstein suggested a possible alternative goal is to minimize the accidental rate of co-
incidences. Finn recommended we tune parameters and thresholds ‘globally’ to achieve
the best upper limit on event rate per volume in terms of some set of model sources.

• Saulson requested that Sylvestre elaborate on his earlier email about setting uncer-
tainties on the background rate. Sylvestre offered to send details on some simulations
he has done recently.

MEETING ADJOURNED
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