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Abstract. This paper presents an analysis of noise transients observed in LIGO
data during the first part of the fourth observing run, using the unsupervised machine
learning technique t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE) to examine
the behavior of glitch groups. Based on the t-SNE output, we apply Agglomerative
Clustering in combination with the Silhouette Score to determine the optimal number
of groups. We then track these groups over time and investigate correlations between
their occurrence and environmental or instrumental conditions. At the Livingston
observatory, the most common glitches during O4a were seasonal and associated
with ground motion, whereas at Hanford, the most prevalent glitches were related
to instrumental conditions.

1. Introduction

Gravitational waves, predicted by FEinstein’s general theory of relativity, have
revolutionized our understanding of astrophysical phenomena by providing a new
observational window into the Universe. Since the first direct detection of gravitational
waves in 2015 by the Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO)
and the Virgo collaboration [1], ground-based detectors have been actively searching for
signals during dedicated observing runs. Together with Virgo in Italy [2] and KAGRA in
Japan [3], LIGO forms the LVK collaboration, which brings together a large community
of researchers working toward the common goal of detecting an increasing number of
gravitational-wave events.

LIGO consists of two observatories designed to detect these spacetime ripples: one
located in Hanford, Washington (LHO), and the other in Livingston, Louisiana (LLO).
During gravitational wave searches, observatories operate in observing mode, and
between observing runs, planned pauses are implemented to upgrade instrumentation
and improve sensitivity [4]. The first detection occurred during the first observing run
(O1), which lasted from September 12, 2015, to January 2016. On January 16, 2024,
LIGO concluded the first part of its fourth observing run (O4a), which had started
on May 24, 2023. As registered in the Gravitational-Wave Candidate Event Database
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(GraceDB) [5], there are already more than two hundred significant detection candidates
identified during O4 produced by the mergers of compact objects such as black holes
and neutron stars.

LIGO also records various noise transients arising from instrumental or
environmental factors, including ground motion, wind, and other disturbances [6, 7].
These non-astrophysical transient signals are commonly referred to as glitches. Glitches
are non-stationary artifacts that contribute to the background in gravitational wave
searches [8-10] and, in some cases, can closely mimic signals from compact binary
coalescences (CBC). Efforts within CBC searches to mitigate this challenge are therefore
essential and rely on different pipelines, such as PyCBC [11, 12], GstLAL [13, 14],
MBTA [15,16], and SPIIR [17-19], which incorporate likelihood weighting and other
strategies to reduce the impact of glitches on search sensitivity.

Glitch morphologies are typically analyzed using spectrograms [20], which facilitate
their classification into distinct glitch groups. Different tools have been developed
to analyze these unwanted signals. BayesWave [21,22] and AWaRe [23], for instance,
employ distinct approaches to reconstruct gravitational-wave signals contaminated by
glitches. gengli [24,25] is an open-source glitch generator useful to support a variety of
testing and validation tasks, while other tools focus on glitch classification, improving
classifier performance, or distinguishing true astrophysical signals from spurious noise
transients [26-30]. One example is Gravity Spy, an interdisciplinary project that
integrates machine learning, citizen science, and input from LIGO scientists to classify
glitches [31,32]. Glitches are named based on their morphology and/or known or
suspected physical origin. Examples of their spectrogram morphologies can be found
in [8,32-34].

The main motivation behind these efforts is to support the overarching goal
of glitch studies: identifying their physical origin to eliminate or mitigate their
impact on gravitational-wave detection. This work presents an analysis of the main
glitch groups observed during O4a, investigating their potential correlations with
environmental and/or instrumental variations using the methodology detailed in [35].
This investigation identifies patterns among glitches using the information provided by
Omicron [36,37], the primary tool in LIGO used to detect noise transients in detector
data. When excess power is identified in the data, Omicron characterizes it by analyzing
its time-frequency tiles in spectrograms produced from the @-transform [38]. This
information is stored in unclustered files, and after preparing these data, we employ
t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE) [39], a dimensionality reduction
technique, to project the high-dimensional output of Omicron (which includes numerous
tile-based features) into a two-dimensional space.

As an unsupervised technique, t-SNE does not require prior knowledge or a training
dataset. Instead, it relies on probability-based similarity between data points to preserve
local relative distances in the lower-dimensional representation. This makes t-SNE
particularly useful for uncovering patterns in data without predefined assumptions.
The resulting projections often reveal meaningful structures; as shown in [35,40], cross-
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checking the clusters obtained from t-SNE with Gravity Spy labels demonstrates that,
when applied to unclustered Omicron information, t-SNE produces groups that closely
correspond to known glitch classes.

In this work, the primary objective is to track the temporal evolution of glitches
during the O4a observing run. To facilitate this analysis, we first apply t-SNE to project
the high-dimensional data into a two-dimensional space and then use Agglomerative
Clustering [41] to group similar glitches and assign labels. The Silhouette Score [42] is
used to evaluate clustering quality and determine the optimal number of groups. These
group labels serve primarily as a means to organize and visualize the temporal behavior
of distinct glitch populations, to support their possible association with environmental or
instrumental conditions, and to enable the classification of previously unseen data. This
approach is entirely unsupervised and based solely on features derived from Omicron
triggers. Further details about the method can be found in [35].

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the glitch population
observed at LLO during O4a, together with an analysis of ground motion across different
frequency bands. The section also evaluates the correlation between ground motion and
glitch rate, highlighting how the low-frequency glitches impacted the interferometer
during the analyzed observing period. A parallel analysis for LHO is provided in
Section 3, focusing on the evolution of broadband glitches during O4a, which were
primarily associated with internal instrumentation couplings rather than environmental
factors. Finally, Section 4 summarizes and discusses the key findings of this work.

2. Glitches during O4a at LLO

The rate of glitches with a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) exceeding 10 at LLO was higher
during O4a (approximately 31 glitches per hour) compared to the third observing run,
O3 (approximately 26 glitches per hour) [7]. The glitch rate during O3 was significantly
influenced by the prevalence of scattering glitches, which dominated the transient
population in that period. Scattering glitches occur when stray light couples back
into the main beam after interacting with surfaces, whose identification is particularly
challenging. Substantial efforts during O3 successfully identified and mitigated some of
these scattering surfaces, resulting in a considerable reduction in the occurrence of such
glitches [43,44].

Despite these mitigation efforts, the transient rate during O4a surpassed that of
03; this increase was primarily driven by glitches occurring at low frequencies. Figure 1
illustrates the distribution of glitch frequencies below 100 Hz at LLO during O4a,
highlighting this trend. The apparent gap in glitches around 14 Hz is due to masking
by noise from the test masses’ roll modes and calibration lines at those frequencies.
Additional peaks are also visible in the histogram, notably around 32, 39, 49, 61, 75,
and 93 Hz. We compare the GravitySpy classes [32] in each of these frequency bins, and
spectrogram analysis shows that the Tomte class accounts for more than 50% of glitches
with peak frequencies near 32 and 39 Hz, while the 49 Hz peak consists of approximately
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50% Blip Low Frequency. At 61 Hz, the dominant class is Blip Low Frequency; the peak
around 75 Hz is primarily associated with Koi Fish, and the 93 Hz region includes a
mix of Koi Fish and other classes. Some classes can share similar peak frequencies,
but due to the complex nature of glitches, peak frequency alone is usually insufficient
to distinguish between certain groups. This underscores the importance of analyzing
glitches based on their morphology.
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Figure 1: Histogram of frequencies of glitches during O4a, with SNR, > 7.5. This shows
the range where we observed the most common glitches at LLO during O4a, which
occurred between 10 and 100 Hz.

The increase in glitch occurrence at lower frequencies is associated with the
improved sensitivity of the interferometer in this frequency range [7]. Figure 2 illustrates
this by comparing the characteristic strain at low frequencies (10-30 Hz) during O3,
shown in blue, with that of O4a, shown in pink. This comparison highlights the enhanced
sensitivity of the interferometer during O4a, which resulted in a higher detection rate
of glitches (and of gravitational waves) within this frequency range. The blue dots
represent the amplitude of scattering glitches over an eight-hour period on December
27, 2019 (during O3). Since these glitches were associated with relatively high ground
motion, we selected a day during O4a with similar ground motion amplitude, and also
plotted the corresponding glitches, represented by pink squares. There are fewer glitches
in O4 between 18Hz and 30 Hz due to the scattering mitigation [43], but there is a higher
rate in O4 at lower frequencies. While some high-amplitude glitches between 10 and
13 Hz were detectable during O3, most of the lower-frequency glitches observed during
O4a would not have been “visible” during O3, given the sensitivity limitations of the
interferometer at that time.

Figure 3 presents the average number of glitches per hour for each month during
O4a, represented by the dark blue bars, considering glitches in the 10 to 2048 Hz range
with a minimum SNR of 7.5. The glitch rate exhibited a general increase over time,
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Figure 2: Characteristic strains during O3 in blue and O4a in pink, measured under
similar microseismic motion amplitudes (or velocities). The blue circles highlight the
impact of scattering glitches on the 18-30 Hz frequency band during O3, which was
significantly reduced [43] in O4a (pink squares).

primarily driven by the low-frequency (below 25 Hz) glitch rate, represented by the light
blue bars with diagonal hatching.

As mentioned earlier, high ground motion (or elevated ground velocities) was
the primary cause of scattering transients during O3. One class of these transients,
referred to as Scattered Light or slow scattering [43,45], was characterized by arch-like
features in their spectrograms. Given this, and based on the seasonal pattern in which
ground motion in specific frequency bands tends to exhibit higher amplitudes during the
winter months, we identified a potential correlation between such low-frequency glitches
observed during O4a and elevated ground motion levels [46]. This behavior is further
supported by the ground motion data shown later in Figure 11.

Ground motion at LIGO is measured by seismometers positioned at various
locations around the interferometer, which record ground velocity, typically expressed
in nanometers per second (nm/s). Measurements are taken along three axes: z,
aligned with the input laser, ¢, perpendicular to z; and 2, representing vertical motion
orthogonal to the x—y plane.

We analyze the Root Mean Square (RMS) of the ground motion within specific
frequency ranges, known as Band-Limited RMS (BLRMS) [47]. The frequency bands
considered correspond to the microseismic band-usually associated with ocean waves-and
the anthropogenic band, which is generally linked to human activities such as passing
trains or nearby vehicular traffic. The microseismic band is further subdivided into two
distinct sub-bands. In this context, the analysis focuses on the following:
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Figure 3: Average hourly glitch rates for each month during O4a. Dark blue bars,
annotated with numerical values, represent the total rate of clustered Omicron transients
with frequencies between 10 and 2048 Hz and a minimum SNR of 7.5. Light blue bars
with hatching indicate the subset of glitches with frequencies below 25 Hz.

e Lower MicroSeismic (LMS) band: ground motion between 0.1 and 0.3 Hz,
measured in the 2 direction by the ETMY seismometer.

e Higher MicroSeismic (HMS) band: ground motion between 0.3 and 1 Hz, also
measured in the 2 direction by the ETMY seismometer..

e Anthropogenic band: ground motion between 1 and 3 Hz, measured in the 2
direction by the ETMY seismometer.

As proposed in [35], we started selecting a dataset containing 1,500 randomly
sampled glitches for each month during O4a (from May 2023 to January 2024). Since
each month contains a different number of glitches, not applying a monthly filter would
result in overrepresentation of glitches from months with higher glitch rates, which differ
substantially from others, as shown in Figure 3. Starting from the unclustered Omicron
triggers (panel 4a), each glitch was mapped onto a 30x41 time—frequency—Q matrix in
which each bin stores the maximum normalized SNR of the triggers assigned to that
bin (panel 4b). This matrix was then flattened into a 1,230-dimensional feature vector
(panel 4¢). The final dataset, therefore, contains 1,500 glitches per month over 9 months,
totaling 13,500 samples, each described by 1,230 features. To prevent glitches with very
high SNR from dominating the t-SNE output, we applied min-max normalization to the
SNR components of each vector.

The t-SNE algorithm reduced the original 1,230-dimensional vector representation
to two dimensions, enabling the visualization of 13,500 glitches on a 2D plane. This
representation is shown in Figure ba as a scatter plot of the two t-SNE output
coordinates, where each point corresponds to a single glitch. Three major groups are
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Figure 4: Workflow for constructing the vectors used as input to t-SNE, illustrated
for one example glitch. (a) Omicron triggers in a +0.5,s window with the 30x41
time—frequency grid. (b) Pixelized glitchgram matrix with normalized SNR. (c)
Flattened 1,230-dimensional vector, shown using the same colormap scale as in panel
(b), used as input to t-SNE and clustering.

identifiable: the largest cluster is positioned on the left, the second cluster is located at
the top right, and the third cluster appears at the bottom right.

Figure 5b presents the clusters identified via Agglomerative Clustering, using
the optimal configuration determined by the Silhouette Score. Both techniques were
implemented with the Scikit-learn library [48]. As expected, the clustering process
revealed three main groups, referred to here as Group L; (purple), Group Ly (green),
and Group Lj (orange).

An important advantage of this method is its ability to analyze the temporal
evolution of glitches. Figure 6 presents the t-SNE output filtered month by month
during O4a, providing an overview of which group was more prominent in each month.
As mentioned, we selected the same number of glitches per month, enabling a balanced
temporal analysis and preventing the dominance of months with higher glitch rates.
Although this approach introduces an artificial uniformity across months, it allows for a
clearer comparison of cluster behavior over time at this scale. If we had instead selected
a total of 13,500 glitches randomly, without monthly filtering, months with higher glitch
rates (see Figure 3) would have dominated the sample. A more detailed discussion of
this selection strategy is provided in [35].

The numbers displayed below each scatter plot represent the percentage
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Figure 5: (a) Scatter plot of the 2D t-SNE output coordinates representing 13,500 data
points, each originally embedded in a 1,230-dimensional space derived from unclustered
Omicron triggers. Each point corresponds to a glitch. Histograms along the top and
right axes illustrate the distribution of glitches along each coordinate. (b) The same
t-SNE output, with points colored according to the classes assigned by Agglomerative
Clustering.

contribution of each group for the respective month. Comparing May, June, and
July reveals a high similarity in cluster distribution, with Group Ls (green) being the
most prominent during all three months. The gray contours behind the data points
indicate the estimated density, computed using Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) as
implemented in Seaborn [49], where darker regions correspond to areas with higher data
point concentrations.

In August, Group L; begins to exhibit higher densities, accounting for more than
50% of the data. It slightly contracts in September (when an increase in the glitch rate
from Group Lgj is observed) but remains the dominant group in subsequent months,
reaching nearly 80% of the data in November. Group L3 fluctuates over time but
remains consistently present, with its highest predominance occurring in September.
Conversely, from August onward, Group L declines due to the increasing prominence of
other clusters. In December, for instance, the low density of points in this region results
in an almost complete absence of KDE contours. This does not imply the disappearance
of Group Ly, but rather that it was no longer among the most significant groups.

By examining the spectrograms, we observe that Group L; is dominated by
glitches with arch-like structures at a frequency of approximately 12 Hz; examples
are shown in Figure 7. Some of these glitches exhibit longer durations, others show
repetitions over time, and some vary in the number of harmonics. Despite occurring
at similar frequencies, these morphological differences explain the formation of mini-
clusters within the group (see Figure 5). Glitches with similar morphological features
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Figure 6: A scatter plot of the same t-SNE coordinates from LLO, filtered by month
for each identified class. Each panel illustrates the behavior of the clusters during O4a,
from May 2023 to January 2024. The value of n indicates the total number of glitches
in that month, and the percentages represent the relative fraction of glitches assigned
to each group based on the t-SNE output.

(arch-like patterns) are observed in Group Ls, but with a primary frequency around
20 Hz; examples of their spectrograms are presented in Figure 8.

Group Ly primarily consists of glitch classes identified by Gravity Spy [50] as
Extremely Loud, Blip, Koi Fish, Tomte, and others (examples are given in Figure 9).
These glitches do not have a significant seasonal pattern (at least not as prominently as
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Figure 7: Examples of spectrograms present in Group L;. The spectrograms exhibit
frequencies around 12 Hz, with variations in morphology.
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Figure 8: Examples of spectrograms present in Group Lz. The spectrograms exhibit
frequencies around 20 Hz, with variations in morphology.

those in Group L; and Group L), which results in Group Ly gradually losing structure
in the t-SNE output over time and being more dominant at the beginning of O4a, when
the other groups were still less prominent. To further subdivide Group Ls into its specific
subclasses, it would be necessary to rerun t-SNE on this subset. However, as previously
mentioned, the primary objective of this study is to understand the behavior of the
most frequent glitches that most affected the detector during O4a and to investigate
potential correlations with environmental sensors surrounding the interferometer.
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Figure 9: Examples of spectrograms present in Group Ls.

Given the previous insights from the t-SNE output, we investigate possible
relationships between the identified groups and seismic noise. In general, amplitude
variations in ground motion across the three directions exhibit similar overall trends.
Appendix A presents a study of seismometers installed at different locations, illustrating
this behavior and providing pairwise comparisons between them. The ETMY location
exhibits a higher amplitude in the anthropogenic band, which led to its seismometer
being chosen as the reference in this analysis — although any of the seismometers could
have been selected.
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Figure 10 shows the ground motion measured by the seismometer at ETMY (in the 2
direction) within the anthropogenic band, which does not present a clear correlation with
the glitches identified in the t-SNE output. The figure displays the daily median motion
in the anthropogenic band for June, October, and December, with the corresponding
first and third quartiles indicated by the shaded regions. The remaining months follow a
similar pattern, characterized by increased motion on weekdays-primarily due to nearby
traffic-and significantly reduced motion on weekends, resulting in a visible seven-day
modulation in the data.
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Figure 10: Daily median ground velocity in the anthropogenic band, measured at ETMY
in the 2 direction during three months of O4a, where shaded regions indicate the first
(Q1) and third (Q3) quartiles. The periodic reduction in noise corresponds to weekends,
reflecting lower human activity.

Figure 11 presents the monthly median of the daily ground motion in the Z direction
for the two additional frequency bands defined in this study. The velocity in the LMS
band is shown in magenta, while the HMS band is represented in green. In this case,
data are plotted exclusively for observing times — that is, the daily median velocity was
calculated only during periods when LIGO was operational, to facilitate correspondence
with glitch activity. Among all months, May, June, and July exhibited the lowest
ground motion, with only slight fluctuations on specific days. July, in particular, had
consistently low values throughout the entire month, with the highest number of days
exhibiting low ground motion. The t-SNE plots for these same months — Figures 6a,
6b, and 6¢ — show a predominance of Group L, across all three, with the highest
percentage occurring, coincidentally, in July, where Group Lo accounts for 53.9% of the
data. These results suggest a weak correlation between ground motion and the presence
of Group Ls.

Beginning in August, ground motion started to increase significantly, reaching
higher velocity peaks, particularly in November, December, and January (winter). This
trend aligns with the emergence and persistence of the other two clusters (Groups
Ly and L3) in the t-SNE output. In August, the first month to show a noticeable
increase in ground motion on some days, we observe a transition: Group Ls is no
longer dominant, and its presence continues to decline as ground motion increases.
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Figure 11: Daily median ground velocity (in the Z direction) in the lower microseismic
band (magenta) and the higher microseismic band (green) for each month during the
O4a observing run. The shaded areas represent the first and third quartiles.

This temporal evolution reinforces the weak relationship between Group Ls and ground
motion, while emphasizing the seasonal behavior of Groups L; and Lj, which show a
strong correlation with increased ground motion.

To further support the main conclusions regarding the relationship between the
high rate of low-frequency glitches (associated with Groups L; and Lj) and ground
motion, we classified all glitches detected at LLO during O4a with frequencies between
10 and 2048 Hz and a minimum SNR of 7.5, assigning each to one of the three previously
identified groups. In total, over one hundred thousand glitches were classified. After
classifying the glitches, the data were organized to show hourly count of glitches from
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each class, across all days. For each corresponding hour, the median ground motion
amplitude was also computed for the three defined frequency bands. Figures 12a, 12b,
and 12c¢ present the hourly rate of each group as a function of the median ground motion
in the LMS, HMS, and anthropogenic bands, respectively.
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Figure 12: Number of glitches as a function of ground motion amplitude for the three
different bands. Each dot represents a measurement interval, color-coded by group.
Solid lines indicate the median number of glitches per amplitude bin (computed using
the central 98% of the data), with error bars showing the interquartile range.

As shown by the distribution of data points, the glitch rates for Group L; (purple)
and Group Lg (orange) exhibit a positive correlation with increasing amplitudes in the
LMS and HMS bands (Figures 12a and 12b). In contrast, this trend is not observed for
the anthropogenic band, suggesting no significant correlation in that case (Figures 12c¢).
During the O4a period, some anthropogenic activities, such as logging [51,52] took place
near the interferometer, leading to unusually high amplitudes in this band (exceeding
600nm/s); this effect was observed, for example, in June, as illustrated by the variations
shown in Figure 10a. Coincidentally, microseismic noise was low at that time, and since
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most glitches were associated with microseismic motion, the overall glitch rate remained
low. As a result, the region on the right side of Figure 12c¢ behaves as an outlier when
compared to the main distribution. This observation reinforces the conclusion that
high amplitudes in the anthropogenic band do not significantly affect the glitch rate,
confirming that this band did not contribute meaningfully to glitches with SNR > 7.5,
as also suggested in [53].

The curves in the figures represent the median glitch rate within amplitude bins,
and are shown only when each bin contains at least 20 data points. This criterion helps
to exclude sparsely populated bins, minimizing the influence of statistical fluctuations
or outliers. Group L; appears to exhibit a flatter trend or even a decrease in glitch rate
at very high amplitudes of microseismic motion. This effect is attributed to a shift in
the peak frequency of the glitches at elevated ground motion levels. Since Group L
is typically characterized by a peak frequency around 12 Hz, higher ground motion can
shift this peak upward, causing the classifier to instead assign these glitches to Group
L3, which is defined by a primary peak frequency around 20 Hz. This transition tends
to occur when the ground motion amplitude becomes significantly higher.

We quantified the correlation between each identified group and each ground-motion
band using the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) [54], which measures the strength of
the linear relationship between two variables—in this case, the glitch rate and ground
motion in different bands. Table 1 summarizes the correlation coefficients for each
case, computed from more than 2,000 valid data points. Overall, the results confirm
a strong correlation between Groups L; and Lz and both the LMS and HMS bands,
indicating a clear dependence of their occurrence on ground motion; their corresponding
p-values (where smaller values mean the correlation is less likely to be due to chance)
were below 10719, Group L, exhibits a weak correlation with the LMS band, which
may partially arise from classification overlaps or a subclass with such dependence. As
expected, none of the groups shows a significant correlation with the anthropogenic
band. However, due to high-amplitude outliers associated with anthropogenic activities
(previously mentioned), a small negative correlation appears for all three groups, with
p-values equal to or below 0.05. Despite these small p-values (likely driven by the
large sample size), the corresponding correlation coefficients are very close to zero when
considering only ground-motion amplitudes below 600 nm/s (see Table 1), indicating
no meaningful linear relationship.

Table 1: Pearson correlation between LMS, HMS, and Anthropogenic bands for Groups
Ll, L27 and L3.

Correlation LMS HMS Ant. band

Group Ly 0.64  0.63 -0.03
Group Ly 0.32 0.17 -0.04
Group Lj 0.53 047 -0.05

In conclusion, applying t-SNE to unclustered Omicron data from LLO enabled the
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identification of two glitch groups that follow the seasonal behavior of microseismic
ground motion, providing strong support for the discussion reported in [7].

3. Glitches during O4a at LHO

The rate of glitches with an SNR greater than 10 was significantly lower at LHO during
O4a (approximately 6 per hour) compared to O3 (around 17 per hour). However, LHO
was notably affected by glitches with lower SNR. When considering glitches with an
SNR exceeding 6.5, Hanford experienced an average of 77 glitches per hour during O4a
— more than double the glitch rate observed during O3, which was approximately 33
per hour [7]. This increase is attributed to the presence of broadband transient noise
between 20-40 Hz during O4a, which occasionally extended to peak frequencies around
50 Hz. The predominance of this frequency range is evident in Figure 13, which shows
the histogram of glitches during O4a with an SNR greater than 6.
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Figure 13: Histogram of glitch frequencies during O4a at LHO. The plot highlights the
most common glitch range, between 20 and 40 Hz, considering only glitches with SNR
above 6.

In comparison to LLO (Figure 1), LHO exhibits noticeably fewer glitches below
20 Hz, even when lower-SNR glitches are considered. This difference may be attributed
to the better low-frequency sensitivity of the Livingston detector. The contrasting
sensitivities of the two detectors are illustrated in Figures 14a and 14b, which compare
the characteristic strain of LHO (dark red) and LLO (dark blue) on two distinct
days during O4a — October 16, 2023, and December 27, 2023 — characterized by
relatively low and high levels of microseismic motion, respectively. The dots represent
a scatter plot of glitches detected during the same periods, with amplitude plotted
against peak frequency. During low microseismic activity (Figure 14a), very few glitches
are observed at either observatory, though some broadband glitches remain present at
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Hanford. In contrast, during periods of elevated microseismic motion (Figure 14b), both
observatories exhibit a higher occurrence of transient noise spanning a broader frequency
range, including frequencies below 13 Hz.

(a) Low amplitude motion in the LMS band (b) High amplitude motion in the LMS band
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Figure 14: Characteristic strain in Hanford and Livingston over two hours of data
during of (a) low and (b) high amplitude motion in the low microseismic (LMS)
band—approximately 150 nm/s and 1000 nm/s, respectively. The amplitudes and peak
frequencies of the glitches detected during the same periods are shown as dots.

The monthly glitch rate in Hanford data during O4a is shown in Figure 15. The
overall trend closely resembles that observed at LLO, with a notable increase beginning
in October, but with an additional rise at LHO in July. The broadband glitches in the
20 to 50 Hz range are highlighted by the red bars with diagonal hatching, illustrating
their predominance throughout the O4a run, except during May.

By employing the same t-SNE-based methodology, we analyzed the transient
glitches observed at LHO during the O4a run. Figure 16a shows the two-dimensional
t-SNE projection of the glitches before any classification, while Figure 16b displays the
corresponding output after applying the classification procedure. The classified output
highlights four main groups, labeled Group H; through Group Hy.

Figure 17 presents the t-SNE scatter plots for LHO, filtered by month, enabling us
to track the evolution and persistence of glitch clusters over time. In May, less than
one week of data was available, during which Group H; dominated the distribution,
accounting for more than 80% of the glitches. This group primarily consists of glitches
analogous to those observed at LLO — such as Koi Fish, Blip, and Ezxtremely Loud
(present in Group Ls) — in addition to low-frequency glitches with a peak frequency
around 12Hz. These low-frequency glitches, which were not as prevalent at LHO as at
LLO, occurred over a few hours at the end of May and, due to their low occurrence,
they do not form a distinct group at LHO, unlike at LLO. The presence of these glitches
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Figure 15: Average glitch rate per hour for each month during O4a at LHO. All clustered
Omicron transients between 10 and 2048 Hz with SNR greater than 6 are shown in solid
dark red bars, while broadband glitches are indicated by hatched bars.
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Figure 16: (a) Scatter plot of the 2D t-SNE output coordinates representing 13,500 data
points from LHO, each originally in a 1,230-dimensional space, derived from unclustered
Omicron triggers. Each point corresponds to a glitch, with clustering based on pairwise
similarities. The histograms on the top and right axes illustrate the distribution of
glitches along each coordinate. (b) The same t-SNE representation, now with classified
data.

in May helps explain the larger discrepancy between the total glitch rate (solid bar) and
the rate of broadband glitches (hatched bar) shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 17: Scatter plots of the same t-SNE coordinates filtered by month (for
H1), showing the evolution of cluster composition from May 2023 to January 2024.
Percentages represent the distribution of glitches across the four identified groups.
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In June, the bottom-center region of the t-SNE map becomes increasingly
prominent, persists through July, and decreases in August and September, coinciding
with the activation of other groups and resulting in a more uniform overall distribution.
This decrease was driven by the implementation of an improved alignment control
system [55], which substantially reduced the occurrence of glitches with SNR, greater
than 7.5 [56]. This is also reflected in Figure 15, which shows a reduction in the glitch
rate from 138.7 to 68.1 glitches per hour between July and August.

From October through January, the large cluster Hy, together with H,, became
the most persistent feature in the t-SNE projection, collectively accounting for at least
70% of the observed glitches. Although the implementation of the alignment controller
substantially contributed to glitch mitigation, an increase in broadband glitches emerged
in October and persisted throughout the remainder of the observing run, leading to the
predominance of these two clusters. This increase coincided with the relocation of
the LSC (Length Sensing and Control) feedforward path from the ETMX (End Test
Mass of the X-arm) to the ETMY actuator [57], which initially reduced noise above
50 Hz but introduced additional noise at lower frequencies. Subsequent investigations
suggested that the ETMY RO i actuator, responsible for length control, may not have
been operating properly at that time [59], potentially generating excess scattered light
and contributing to the observed rise in glitch rate.

A faulty cable connected to the ETMY RO actuator was identified as the source of
the malfunction [60]; its replacement led to a slight decrease in the glitch rate. This was
followed by a new increase, possibly associated with the implementation of an updated
feedforward filter in the Signal Recycling Cavity Length (SRCL) control loop of the
Length Sensing and Control (LSC) system [61], which was later revised, resulting in
a marked decrease in the glitch rate from October 23 onward [62] — this decrease is
highlighted by the vertical pink dashed line in Figure 18, where the dark red vertical
bars represent the evolution of the hourly glitch rate throughout the entire O4a.

A bicoherence § analysis revealed that these broadband glitches were related to
the electrostatic drive (ESD) system in the detector [64]. Positioned behind the test
mass, the ESD applied controlled forces to the mirror to maintain the interferometer in
its locked state — that is, when all the optical cavities are held on resonance through
feedback control — enabling it to operate in observation mode for gravitational-wave
detection. The ESD consists of a constant voltage component — commonly referred to
as the bias — and multiple lower-voltage components applied at four sections: upper left
(UL), upper right (UR), lower left (LL), and lower right (LR). Each of these contributes
independently, with voltages that typically vary in amplitude according to the control
needs. Together, they enable fine adjustments to the mirror’s position along the length
degrees of freedom.

I RO refers to the uppermost stage of the reaction chain [58].
§ Bicoherence [63] is a diagnostic tool that assesses nonlinear coupling between two frequencies. If

two frequencies, f; and fo, are present in a signal, bicoherence can indicate whether a new frequency
component at fi + fo (or fi — f2) is being generated through nonlinear interactions.
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Figure 18: (a) Number of glitches per hour at LHO (dark red) and RMS of the
electrostatic drive voltage at the ETMX UL component (black) during O4a. We selected
glitches in the 20-50 Hz frequency band and discarded data segments shorter than 20
minutes to avoid peaks caused by a high number of glitches over a short duration. The
cyan-shaded bars represent the two main periods when the ESD RMS (and the glitch
rate) changed significantly.

Along with the hourly glitch rate during O4a, Figure 18 also presents the RMS
value of the ESD voltage for the UL component at ETMX (in black). The impact
of the new alignment control system is evident at the beginning of August, with a
significant drop in both ESD RMS and glitch rate. Another key moment occurs in
October, when both show a substantial increase, related to the reallocation of the LSC
feedforward from ETMX to ETMY. The main purpose of this plot is to illustrate that
significant changes in the ESD indeed affected the rate of the broadband glitches at LHO
during O4a. Although other factors also contributed to transient noise in the detector
and influenced the curve behavior [65,66], a clear correlation can be observed between
variations in the ESD RMS signal and fluctuations in the glitch rate, supporting the
hypothesis of nonlinear coupling between the ESD actuation system and the detector
strain output.

The glitch groups have distinct morphologies, with some becoming more dominant
in certain months. The number of classes is determined by their morphological
differences, as t-SNE inference primarily relies on the glitch morphology from Omicron.
Despite their morphological differences, the analysis of their temporal occurrence
suggests that, except for Group Hy, all the main glitches are likely associated with the
same underlying source. Their differences lie primarily in the recurrence and morphology
of specific features: vertical “blips” (Figure 19a, predominantly in Group H;), short-
duration horizontal lines (Figure 19b, common in Group H,), and longer-duration lines
that vary in frequency, as well as in the number and timing of repetitions (Figure 19c,
more frequent in Group Hjz). These variations also explain the presence of smaller
subclusters within Group Hs.
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Figure 19: Examples of spectrograms for each of the groups H;, Hs, and Hj3 identified
at LHO, shown in order.

Glitches observed at Hanford were particularly challenging to characterize, as
many were very short in duration and thus better represented using low Q-values,
while others required higher Q-values to adequately capture their morphology. The
inclusion of a wide range of Q-values allowed for the identification of groups with distinct
morphological features, and the monthly distribution of these groups highlights periods
when certain classes were more prevalent. The decrease in the number of glitches in
Group H; during August and September — associated with the implementation of the
new controller — contrasts with the increase in Group Hy during the same period,
reinforcing the importance of distinguishing these two groups. As mentioned before, the
apparent disappearance of a glitch group does not indicate its absence; it simply reflects
a period of reduced prominence.

Figures 20a to 20d show glitch rates during the entire O4a for each group,
considering all glitches detected at LHO with a minimum SNR of 6, which were classified
according to the four identified groups. Only Group H, deviates from the overall
trend of broadband glitches shown in Figure 18, as expected given its morphological
composition. The y-axis scales differ across panels, highlighting the predominance of
Group Hj, followed by Group H,, consistent with the monthly t-SNE behavior.

To support the hypothesis of no correlation between the ESD and Group Hy,
Figure 21b shows a scatter plot of the hourly glitch rate for all O4a data classified
as Group H, versus the median ESD over the same periods, revealing no apparent
correlation. The curve representing the median glitch rate is shown only for bins
containing at least 20 data points. In contrast, the same type of plot for all glitches
classified as H; — the most predominant broadband group — illustrates a clear linear
correlation in Figure 21a, highlighting the distinct behavior of these two groups.

The correlation between the glitch rate and ESD RMS for these two groups was also
quantitatively estimated using the Pearson correlation coefficient (1) [54]. The analysis
confirmed a lack of correlation for Group Hy (r = 0.12) and a strong positive correlation
for Group H; with » = 0.76. For these plots and numbers, we focus on data collected
after October, when the ESD exhibited significant oscillations. Between August and
October, the correlation was not evident, as the ESD remained nearly constant (see
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Figure 20: Number of glitches per hour observed in each hour of O4a at LHO for all
glitches classified into the identified classes. For this plot, we discarded data segments
shorter than 20 minutes to avoid peaks caused by a high number of glitches over a short
duration.

Figure 18). Likewise, the same plot using data prior to August does not show this
correlation, which remains not fully understood, given that broadband glitches appear
to originate from the same key source.
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Figure 21: Hourly glitch rate for all O4a glitches at LHO classified as (a) Group H; and
(b) Group Hy. For these plots, data segments shorter than 20 minutes were discarded.

Although these glitches affected the entire O4a, dedicated testing and efforts by the
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LHO team led to the implementation of a new feedback control configuration, which
significantly reduced the noise and resulted in a more stable and stationary system by
lowering the ESD drive voltage. This improved configuration was adopted for the O4b
observing run, which began with no recurrence of these glitches [67-70].

4. Conclusions and Discussions

This paper presents an analysis of the main glitch groups observed during O4a
at the LIGO observatories. We employed a fully unsupervised machine learning
framework, based on t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE) followed
by Agglomerative Clustering, to investigate their behavior. This approach reduces the
high-dimensional representation of glitches, built from unclustered Omicron data across
all Q-values, into a two-dimensional space where morphological similarities emerge. By
applying this methodology independently to data from LLO and LHO, we were able
to identify dominant glitch populations, track their evolution over time, and correlate
their occurrence with environmental or instrumental conditions.

At Livingston, the most prominent glitch populations during O4a were closely
correlated with seasonal variations in ground motion, particularly within the 0.1-1 Hz
frequency range. The applied methodology identified three main groups. Two of them
——characterized by arch-like spectrogram morphologies, with peak frequencies around
12Hz and 20 Hz, respectively — were dominant during months of elevated ground
motion, which began to increase in the autumn and peaked during the winter in the
United States. These two groups exhibited a strong positive correlation with ground
velocity in both the lower (0.1-0.3 Hz) and higher (0.3-1 Hz) microseismic bands, but not
in the anthropogenic band (1-3 Hz). By contrast, the third group, composed primarily
of known classes such as Blip, Tomte, and Koi Fish, stood out during periods of low
ground motion and showed no significant dependence on any of the seismic frequency
bands tested.

At Hanford, a different glitch landscape was observed. The detector experienced
a high occurrence of broadband glitches in the 20-50 Hz range, particularly at lower
SNR. These glitches, persistent throughout O4a, were shown to be associated with the
electrostatic drive (ESD) system, as indicated by their correlation with the RMS of the
applied ESD voltage. In total, four groups were identified using our methodology: three
were related to the ESD, and one was not — the latter consisting mainly of known
glitch classes such as Fxtremely Loud, Blip, and Low Frequency Lines. While the three
ESD-related groups appeared to share a common instrumental origin, they exhibited
distinct morphologies. We also found evidence that some detector tests affected only
one of the glitch groups while leaving the others unchanged. This observation highlights
the importance of analyzing the groups separately — an analysis made possible by the
methodology applied in this work.

The technique aims to uncover the monthly behavior of glitches in gravitational-
wave detectors such as LIGO, Virgo, and KAGRA. The only requirement is access to
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Omicron data — or a similar tool capable of identifying triggers that encode glitch
morphology. Once the glitches are tracked, the ideal next step — as demonstrated in
this study — is to examine relevant detector loghbook entries that document changes or
interventions at the observatories, in order to correlate the behavior of glitch groups with
those modifications. By analyzing monthly trends during O4a, we were able to correlate
certain glitch groups with environmental or instrumental conditions, providing strong
indications of their possible origin. As discussed in the methods paper [35], this approach
can be applied at different timescales depending on the specific goals. Although the
methodology autonomously identifies glitch groups, human interpretation — along
with association to auxiliary channels and documented changes in the observatories
— remains essential to understanding their physical origin.
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Appendix A. Ground motion measurements

This appendix presents a comparison of measurements from seismometers located near
the test masses at the LIGO Livingston observatory. Two months were selected for this
analysis: July, which exhibits relatively low microseismic motion, and December, which
shows high ground motion. The seismometer channels follow the naming convention
shown in Table A1, where each channel name consists of the component identifier (e.g.,
ETM), representing the selected test mass, followed by the corresponding arm, and the
motion direction: z for motion along the laser direction, y for motion perpendicular to
the laser, and Z for vertical motion, perpendicular to the z—y plane.

Figures A1, A2, and A3 show a comparison of ground motion in the three spatial
directions for ITMX, ETMX, and ETMY, respectively. For each seismometer, the root
mean square (RMS) velocity data are presented across three frequency bands: LMS
(lower microseismic band, 0.1-0.3Hz), HMS (higher microseismic band, 0.3-1.0Hz),
and anthropogenic band (1.0-3.0 Hz). Each data point represents the daily median
velocity measured by the seismometer, and the shaded regions indicate the first and
third quartiles.
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Table Al: Seismometer channels and corresponding position, arm, and motion

directions.

Channel Name Position Arm Motion Direction
ITMX_X/Y/Z Input Test Mass X
ITMY_X/Y/Z Input Test Mass Y
ETMX_X/Y/Z End Test Mass X
ETMY_X/Y/Z End Test Mass Y

~— T T T
N> N> N>

~— T T T
&y @y @ @
N>

By evaluating all days in both months, we observe that, in general, the motion in
the three directions follows similar trends, suggesting that any directional component
can be informative when analyzing behavioral variations. In terms of amplitude, for the
LMS and HMS bands, motion in the & and ¢ directions is similar and generally larger
than in the 2 direction. Conversely, in the anthropogenic band, the Z direction exhibits
higher amplitudes and larger variations.

We also present comparisons between seismometers located at different positions.
After observing that the Z and gy directions show very similar behavior in both the
LMS and HMS bands, we selected & as representative for these two, and Z for the
anthropogenic band. Only one month (June) is presented, as both months lead to the
same conclusions. Figure A4 shows a comparison between ITMX and ITMY using
the same daily median data. As expected, the signals are nearly identical due to
the proximity of the sensors. Figure A5 compares ETMX and ETMY, which exhibit
very similar median amplitudes and variations for the LMS and HMS bands. In the
anthropogenic band, however, ETMY shows higher median values and larger variations
than ETMX] likely due to its closer proximity to nearby roads.
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ITMX: Comparison of motion directions
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Figure A1: Comparison of motion directions at ITMX during June and December across

three frequency bands.

ETMX: Comparison of motion directions
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Figure A2: Comparison of motion directions at ETMX during June and December

across three frequency bands
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ETMY: Comparison of motion directions
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Figure A3: Comparison of motion directions at ETMY during June and December

across three frequency bands
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Figure A4: Comparison between ITMX and ITMY during June.
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Figure A5: Comparison between ETMX and ETMY during June.
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