
Minutes of Burst Group Telecon (2003/03/10)

In attendance

Ashley, Brady, Daw, Drever, Finn, Giaime, Katsavounidis, Klimenko, McNabb, Rahkola,
Saulson, Savage, Shoemaker, Sigg, Summerscales, Sutton, Weinstein, Whitcomb.

Goal

Complete S1 report ‘punchlist’ (attached) and make task assignments. In particular, we
want to answer the following questions:

1. Is there anything missing?

2. Is there anything which should not be there?

3. Is there anything that should be modified?

The Chairs: Any item not on the punchlist by the end of the meeting will not be an
admissible issue for discussion later in the S1 analysis process (unless it turns out that
we have overlooked something truly vital).

Data Investigations

There are no outstanding data investigations that need to be undertaken for the S1 analysis.

ETGs

There are no outstanding open issues related to event trigger generation in the S1 analysis.
In particular, the POWER ETG will not be included in the S1 analysis.

Epoch Veto

There are no outstanding open issues related to the epoch veto in the S1 analysis.

Coincidence

Daw requested that we review the determination and justification of the window for the
time cut for SLOPE.

Katsavounidis suggested re-examining the order of operations in the coincidence section of
the pipeline. In particular, he suggested combining the frequency cut with the temporal
coincidence rather than performing it after the temporal coincidence. He examined the
effect of re-ordering the pipeline and forwarded results to the group over the weekend.
Brady agreed, saying a similar procedure has been beneficial in the Inspiral analysis.
This change would require quantities like the ETG efficiencies to be recalculated.
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The Group voted to defer considering a re-ordering of the pipeline until the S2 analysis.
Daw and others suggested we make note of planned future improvements in the S1
paper.

There is a single action for the time cut: to review the window determination and justification
for the time cut.

Amplitude Cut

There was some discussion about the implementation of an amplitude cut as part of the
burst coincidence pipeline.

Whitcomb was uncomfortable in applying such a cut since there is not enough information
in the events to allow them to be calibrated accurately. He suggested that we should
reserve such cuts to an analysis in which the waveforms are examined in detail. In such
an analysis, the ETG generation and coincidence would be used to select ‘interesting’
times for detailed study via, eg, cross-correlations.

Finn suggested reformulating the cut in terms of waveform models, as is done in the ETG
efficiency studies.

Katsavounidis asked if we can run the ETGs on calibrated strain data to avoid the need to
calibrate events after-the-fact. Finn explained that this may be ineffective, since ETGs
like TFCLUSTERS and POWER whiten the data they receive automatically. Brady
suggested that the ETGs could be modified to report a strain power or amplitude.

The Group: In light of the short time remaining before a paper must be prepared, and due
to the many unanswered questions surrounding the calibration of events, the group
decided to put off the implementation of the amplitude cut until the S2 analysis.

There will be no amplitude cut as part of the burst coincidence pipeline in the S1 analysis.
Points 4.b and 6 are deleted, point 4.a will be settled via email.

Simulations & Background Estimation

There was extensive discussion of the methods used for estimating the background.

Finn pointed out that we need to make the time-shifting symmetric (5.a). The current
time-shifting does not treat the various interferometers symmetrically.

Sigg suggested that our background estimates may not be reliable since they require the
events to be independent. He suggested simply using the measured number of fore-
ground events as the background estimate. Finn pointed out that we will be unable
to detect excesses this way.
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Whitcomb suggested we time-shift by site rather than by interferometer; i.e., shift L1
relative to H1, H2 but not H1, H2 relative to each other. This avoids any complication
from a correlated background between H1 and H2.

Katsavounidis suggested we check that the number of coincident events (before the fre-
quency cut) is consistent with triple coincidence from three Poisson processes. He
examined various time-shifting procedures on the playground and on the full dataset
(5c). In the playground he noted that H1, H2 have a 3-sigma coincidence excess above
background. For triple coincidence one gets a result consistent with the coincidence of
two Poisson processes.

The Group decided that we will have to determine the timescales for time shifts in (5.b)
and then execute (5.c). Katsavounidis believes he can measure them quickly; we will
try to resolve this question over email.

No final decisions have been made point 5.a. Punchlist item 5.b was accepted as an action.
Punchlist item 5.c and beyond were not discussed.

Next Telecon

Another telecon will be held on Wednesday, 2003/03/12 11:00 AM EST at which we will
start at point 7 and finish the examination of the punchlist.

Meeting Adjourned
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