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ABSTRACT

Gravitationally lensed supernovae (SNe) are extremely rare and fade quickly; as a result, they are challenging
to detect. To identify lensed SNe in large imaging datasets, current surveys primarily rely on the magnification
effect of gravitational lensing—searching for transients that appear brighter than expected Goldstein and Nugent
(2016). In this work, we present a proof-of-concept study that uses a deep neural network to classify previously
detected transients. Instead of relying on magnification, this network aims to identify doubly-imaged SNe with
small separations (< 0.6 arcsec) based on the distorted shape of the transient object. This proposed method is
most applicable to space-based imaging surveys from wide-field imaging observatories such as the upcoming
Roman Space Telescope. To train and test our network, we use archival Hubble Space Telescope (HST) imaging
surveys. Due to the extreme rarity of lensed SNe, we cannot train a neural network on actual lensed SN data.
Instead, we have used HST imaging data to generate simulated imaging datasets for both training and testing.
Our simulations use astrophysical priors to define the separations, relative brightnesses, and colors of each
multiply-imaged SN. We have also simulated false positives (image artifacts and unlensed supernovae), which
are much more prevalent than true lensed SN. Our deep learning model is trained to identify lensed SNe from
a single difference image (i.e., not using multiple epochs). This network achieves a recall score of 99% on
simulated gravitationally lensed SNe. The network successfully distinguishes between single supernovae (SNe)
and those with gravitationally lensed SNe, as well as images with zero SNe, achieving recall scores of 90% and
96% for single-SNe and zero-SNe images, respectively.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Sometimes, the light from a distant supernova (SN) passes
very close to an intervening galaxy on its way to Earth. In
such cases, that galaxy can act as a gravitational lens, distorting
spacetime and acting as an imperfect cosmic magnifying glass.
This causes the SN to appear as two or more images in the
sky, i.e., a multiply-imaged SN. This event was observed for
the first time in 2015 Kelly ez al. (2015).

Lensed SNe fade quickly and must be identified quickly to
facilitate timely analysis and spectroscopic follow-up. Due to
their extreme rarity, very wide-field and deep imaging surveys
are required to detect an appreciable number. Deep learn-
ing methods are, therefore, an attractive tool for automating
the detection and classification of lensed SNe from a "big
data" stream. Morgan et al. Morgan et al. (2022) designed
ZipperNet for the classification of lensed SNe based on their
light curves. This is a multi-branch deep neural network that
combines convolutional layers (flattened into one-dimensional
arrays and condensed in size) with long short-term memory
layers (for the lightcurves). ZipperNet was trained on high-
fidelity simulations of three ground-based imaging survey data
sets: the Dark Energy Survey, Rubin Observatory’s Legacy
Survey of Space and Time (LSST), and a Dark Energy Spec-
troscopic Instrument (DESI) imaging survey. ZipperNet was
tested on the task of classifying objects from four categories:
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no lens, galaxy-galaxy lens, lensed Type Ia SN, and lensed
core-collapse SN. On an LSST-like dataset, ZipperNet classi-
fies lensed SNe with a ROC-AUC score of 0.97, predicts the
spectroscopic type of the lensed SNe with 79% accuracy, and
demonstrates similarly high performance for lensed SNe 1-2
epochs after the first detection.

Putting this concept into practice, Morgan et al. Morgan
et al. (2023) searched for gravitationally lensed supernovae
systems in observed Dark Energy Survey (DES) 5-year SN
fields — 10 3-sq. deg. regions of the sky imaged in the
griz bands approximately every six nights for five years. To
perform the search, the authors used the DeepZipper Morgan
et al. (2022) approach. The authors found that their method
achieves a lensed supernova recall of 61.13% and a false-
positive rate of 0.02% on the DES SN field data. DeepZipper
selected 2,245 candidates from a magnitude-limited catalog (
mi <22.5) of 3,459,186 systems. The authors also used human
visual inspection to review the systems selected by the network
and found three candidate lensed SNe in the DES SN fields.

Tran et al. Sdnchez et al. (2019) presented a spectroscopic
confirmation of candidate strong gravitational lenses using the
Keck Observatory and Very Large Telescope as part of the AS-
TRO 3D Galaxy Evolution with Lenses (AGEL) survey. The
authors confirm that (1) search methods using convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) with visual inspection successfully
identify strong gravitational lenses and (2) the lenses are at
higher redshifts relative to existing surveys due to the combina-
tion of deeper and higher resolution imaging from DECam and
spectroscopy that spans optical to near-infrared wavelengths
Sanchez et al. (2019).

To identify lensed SNe in large imaging datasets, current sur-
veys primarily rely on the magnification effect of gravitational
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FiG. 1.— (a) The exposure time maps of the regions covered by each filter in the HLF-GOODS-N HLSP dataset. The filters include a total of 11 WFC3/UV,
ACS/WFC and WFC3/IR filters (F275W, F336W, F435W, F606W, F775W, F814W, F850LP, F105W, F125W, F140W & F160W). The maps here total 5800
exposures that comprise the HLF-GOODS-N dataset Whitaker et al. (2019). (b) The exposure time maps of the regions covered by each filter in the HLF-GOODS-S
HLSP dataset. The XDF/HUDF region is in white, indicating the deepest data. The filters include a total of 13 WFC3/UV, ACS/WFC and WFC3/IR filters
(F225W, F275W, F336W, F435W, F606W, F775W, F814W, F850LP, FO98M, F105W, F125W, F140W & F160W). The maps here total 7500 exposures that

comprise the HLF-GOODS-S dataset Whitaker et al. (2019).

lensing—searching for transients that appear brighter than ex-
pected Goldstein and Nugent (2016) Morgan et al. (2023)
Sanchez et al. (2019). These methods utilize the photometry
extracted from the imaging surveys. We propose developing
an alternative method that identifies multiple images by oper-
ating directly on the pixels in the astronomical images. This
approach is inappropriate for ground-based imaging surveys
where the point spread function (PSF) is broadened by the
atmosphere. The full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the
PSF for the Rubin Observatory is > 0.67 arcsec Troxel et al.
(2023) and for DES it is > 0.9 Neilsen ez al. (2016), which is
comparable to the typical separation of SNe lensed by galaxies
Oguri and Marshall (2010). However, in space-based imag-
ing, the images are much sharper. The median PSF FWHM
for HST is = 0.067 arcsec "Marinelli and Dressel (2024) and
for the Roman Space Telescope it is ~ 0.11 arcsec Akeson
et al. (2019). Because of the better resolution of space-based
imaging, it is feasible to identify multiply-imaged supernovae
by the appearance of two sources on a difference image. They
will be either fully resolved or appear as a blended, asymmetric
PSF.

The Roman Space Telescope is slated to launch in 2027.
One of the primary mission objectives for Roman is to inves-
tigate the nature of dark energy with a variety of methods.
Observations of Type Ia supernovae (SNIa) will be one of the
principal anchors of the Roman cosmology program, through
traditional luminosity distance measurements. Roman will
have the ability to resolve much lower image separations than
ground-based SN surveys with its PSF FWHM of = 0.11 arc-
seconds. In addition, Roman has a very wide field of view
for a space-based observatory: spanning 0.28 square degrees,
which is some 100 times larger than the Hubble Space Tele-
scope. These characteristics make it possible for Roman imag-
ing surveys to detect dozens of lensed SNe over a span of a few
years Roberts-Pierel (2020). Roman will also detect lensed
SNe at significantly higher redshifts, which lengthens the ob-
servability period due to increased time dilation and extends
the cosmological leverage of the overall lensed SN sample
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FiG. 2.— The distribution of Kron radius and magnitudes of filter F160W
with Kron radius > 3.5 and magnitude between 18 and 25 for the entire
available sample for filter F160W

Roberts-Pierel (2020). The pixel-based CNN approach we
propose in this work is designed to leverage these properties
of the Roman Space Telescope and other forthcoming wide-
field space-based observatories to identify lensed SNe directly
from difference images. This will facilitate rapid follow-up,
because the SNe can be detected immediately—without need-
ing a light curve, spectroscopy, or even a galaxy redshift.

2. DATA PREPARATION

We constructed three classes of simulated datasets of 32x32-
pixel images: images with zero transients, images with un-
lensed/single SNe, and images with multiply imaged/two-
lensed GSNe. For zero-transient images, we took the dif-
ference between two consecutive epochs. For unlensed/single
SNe images, we planted a fake source near a selected galaxy
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FiG. 3.— The distribution of magnitudes and Kron radius for the overlapping
region of two epochs from all filters, where we planted fakes in one epoch and
took the difference from another epoch
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FiG. 4.— The distribution of magnitudes and multiply-imaged source sepa-
rations (in arcseconds)

(with a Kron radius greater than 3.5 arcsec and an AB mag-
nitude between 18 and 25). We took the difference between
the epoch on which the fake source is planted with the previ-
ous epoch image. For multiply-imaged/two-lensed GSNe, we
planted two fake sources near a selected galaxy (with a Kron
radius greater than 3.5 arcsec and an AB magnitude between
18 and 25). We kept the galaxy in the middle of the two
fake multiply-imaged sources. We then took the difference
between the epoch at which the multiply-images sources are
planted with the previous epoch image. We provided these
difference images for the three classes as the input to the deep
CNN for training.

As the real lensed supernovae are very rare, we constructed
simulated images to build a machine learning model to iden-
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tify them. We constructed our simulated training data using
mosaic images from the Hubble Legacy Fields CANDELS
project Grogin et al. (2011) Koekemoer et al. (2011). Fig.
I shows the exposure time maps of the regions covered by
each filter in the HLF-GOODS-N HLSP dataset. Fig. 1
shows the exposure time maps of the regions covered by
each filter in the HLF-GOODS-S HLSP dataset. We begin
with images from four filters that were observed in two sep-
arate observing windows (a.k.a. "epochs"): F160W (epochs
7 and 8), F775W (epochs 1 and 3), F8§14W (epochs 7 and 8),
and F850LP (epochs 1 and 3). The original mosaic images
are 25K x 25K pixels with a pixel scale of 60 milliarcsec-
onds/pixel. They are the single-epoch mosaic images pro-
duced by the CANDELS team and released on the Hubble
Legacy Archive (https://archive.stsci.edu/prepds/hlf/). We se-
lect isolated galaxies in these images to serve as proxies for
the foreground lensing galaxy that would cause the appearance
of a lensed SN. Massive galaxies are more likely to serve as
strong gravitational lenses. Therefore, we selected galaxies
for our samples by requiring a Kron radius greater than 3.5
arcsec and an AB magnitude between 18 and 25 from filter
F160W (Fig. 2). The Kron radius measures the size of a
galaxy based on its light profile Kron (1980). In other words,
a Kron radius of 3.5 means that the radius within which 90%
of the total light of an astronomical object, such as a galaxy, is
contained is 3.5 arcseconds. We also used the same galaxies
(if available) in other filters to construct fake transient images.
From the F160W mosaic, we identify 310 galaxies that sat-
isfy those size and magnitude requirements and also appear
in the CANDELS imaging area in both epochs (Fig. 3). Fig.
4 shows the distribution of magnitudes and multiply-imaged
source separations (in arcseconds) of these selected galaxies.
Around each selected galaxy, we extracted cutout images of
32x32 pixels to serve as the input images for training the neural
network.

We do not expect the CNN to actually learn to classify
gravitationally lensed sources by identifying a physically ac-
curate geometric arrangement that can plausibly be generated
by a foreground lensing galaxy. Therefore, for this proof-of-
concept study, we instead used a very simplified approach that
merely approximates doubly-imaged SN source positioning.
We planted fake sources using a PSF model near the bright
galaxy at the center in one of the epochs, then subtracted the
equivalent cutout from another epoch. The result is an image
triplet that includes a template image (with no fake transient in
it), a search image (the image in which we planted fakes), and
a difference image (search minus template). All three of these
are centered on the position of the galaxy as defined in the
catalog. This choice to center the cutout images on the galaxy
reflects the aim of this study to evaluate the transient classi-
fication alone. We are not attempting to train our network to
detect the transient source. We are therefore assuming that an
upstream pipeline has already detected a transient source and
then sends this triplet of images to our network to ask, "Is this
alensed SN?"

We combine the three F160W cutout images as a single
multi-extension fits file (MEF) with a primary header (ext=0)
that includes the WCS info, then three fits extensions for each
of the three images: template, search, and difference as exten-
sions 1, 2, and 3. We repeat the same process for the other three
filters (F850LP, F814W, and F775W). Figs. 5, 6, and ?? show
three templates, search, and difference images we created with
HLF F160W Epochs 7 and 8. In this case, we have planted
a doubly-imaged SNe (two fakes). Note that the difference
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Fic. 5.— In this triplet image, we have planted two fakes near the center galaxy, which has a Kron radius = 4.31 and a magnitude = 24.85. The image is centered
on the position of the brighter of the two fake SNe. The two fake SNe are separated by 0.43 arcseconds. The fake SN1 and the center of the galaxy are separated
by 0.09 arcsec. The fake SN2 and the center of the galaxy by 0.34 arcsecs. The magnitude of fake SN1 is 20.4 and the magnitude of fake SN2 is 22.9
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Fic. 6.— In this triplet image, we have planted two fakes near the center galaxy, which has a Kron radius = 5.8 and a magnitude = 20.9. The image is centered
on the position of the brighter of the two fake SNe. The two fake SNe are separated by 0.49 arcseconds. The fake SN1 and the center of the galaxy are separated
by 0.12 arcsec. The fake SN2 and the center of the galaxy by 0.37 arcsecs. The magnitude of fake SN1 is 22.3 and the magnitude of fake SN2 is 22.8
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FiG. 7.— In this triplet image, we have planted two fakes near the center galaxy, which has a Kron radius = 7.26 and a magnitude = 24.76. The image is centered
on the position of the brighter of the two fake SNe. The two fake SNe are separated by 0.46 arcseconds. The fake SN1 and the center of the galaxy are separated
by 0.11 arcsec. The fake SN2 and the center of the galaxy by 0.34 arcsecs. The magnitude of fake SN1 is 21.2 and the magnitude of fake SN2 is 24.6



image is a straightforward subtraction of the search minus the
template image. That is, no convolution of the PSF is used.
This is possible for a space-based survey that has a very stable
PSF. This will be true for the Roman Space Telescope as it is
for the HST.

We have prepared a set of simulated gravitational lensed data
for this research. The first dataset contains images of 32x32
pixel size with the simulated gravitational lens at a minimum
distance of 2 pixels (0.12 arcseconds) and a max distance of
10 pixels (0.6 arcseconds) from the galaxy. Also, when we
feed the images to the CNN, they are already centered on the
fake SN location. This is how the images would be generated
by an automatic transient detection pipeline, as we expect
from the Roman space telescope survey. The CNN approach
we are exploring here should, therefore, be considered as a
post-processing step that would be applied to all transients
detected by such a pipeline. We have also built corresponding
simulated images of single transients and zero transients (just
the difference between two epochs). In an image with two fake
sources, we planted the first fake with a flux value between 20
and 22.5 and the second with an AB magnitude value between
22.5 and 28.

We checked how similar our simulated source configura-
tions are to realistic lensing geometries. For this, we tested
our simulated source configurations against Oguri & Marshall
Oguri and Marshall (2010) catalog. We found that our simula-
tions appropriately overlap the expected range of separations
by covering the most challenging cases: sources that are close
to each other and close to the lens. The mean and standard
deviation distance between the two sources for the Oguri &
Marshall Oguri and Marshall (2010) catalog was 1.50 and 0.76
arcseconds, respectively, while the mean and standard devia-
tion distance between the two sources for our simulations are
0.44 and 0.18 arcseconds, respectively. Furthermore, the mean
and standard deviation distances between the nearest source
and lens for the Oguri & Marshall Oguri and Marshall (2010)
catalog were 0.39 and 0.25 arcseconds, respectively, while the
mean and standard deviation distances between the nearest
source and lens for our simulations are 0.1 and 0.04 arcsec-
onds, respectively. That is exactly the parameter space that
we would want this type of Al solution to operate in because
it is the space where traditional methods of identifying single
(unlensed) supernovae will be least effective. Furthermore,
when the two SN sources are very close like this, the time
delays will usually be smaller, so it is more likely that both SN
images will be present simultaneously (i.e., neither will have
faded away) — and that simultaneity is a key assumption in
this project.

3. METHODOLOGY

Deep Learning and Machine Learning algorithms have been
extremely successful in detecting objects and patterns in large
data. Machine learning models are used in all fields today; for
example, in astronomy Kirmani et al. (2025), chemistry Keith
et al. (2021), bioinformatics Kirmani ef al. (2019), drug dis-
covery Dara et al. (2022), and e-commerce Tyler et al. (2013).
In this work, we leverage the Convolutional Neural Network
(CNN), a deep learning algorithm, to detect GSNe. VGG19
is a convolutional neural network (CNN) proposed by Karen
Simonyan and Andrew Zisserman Simonyan and Zisserman
(2014). The name VGG19 originated from the Visual Ge-
ometry Group at Oxford, which developed it. It is a deep
convolutional neural network with 16 CNN layers and three
fully connected layers. We have built a CNN model to detect
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gravitational lensing inspired by the VGG19 architecture with
16 CNN layers and three fully connected layers. Our model
uses CNN filters smaller than the original VGG19 model,
and we also added dropout layers to prevent overfitting. The
dropout layer only keeps some neurons’ contributions and nul-
lifies others’ contributions. The main change we made with
VGG19 is adding an attention layer Brownlee ez al. (2022) to
the model. An attention layer introduces a mechanism within
the model to enhance focus on specific parts of the input im-
ages and diminish focus on other parts. Here, the attention
layer serves the purpose of aiding the network to focus on the
center of the image, where the lensed SNe appear.

Fig. 8 shows the CNN classification model architecture
similar to the VGG19 architecture to classify three classes:
multiply-imaged SNe/GSNe, single source SNe/unlensed SNe
and images with no SNe. To get the best results, we divided
the overall dataset into two subsets: train and test, based on
a 9:1 ratio. The training dataset was further divided into
train and validation datasets in a 9:1 ratio for 10-fold cross-
validation. We performed 10-fold cross-validation for a more
robust estimate of model performance and, more importantly,
to detect overfitting. As we have limited data, 10-fold cross-
validation ensures that every data point is used for both training
and validation. We use the RMSprop optimizer to train the
model. We trained the model for a maximum of 2000 epochs
with a patience value of 500, i.e., stopping model training if
its performance is not improving for 500 epochs. Running
the model for larger patience values did not help improve the
performance of the model. We saved the model whenever its
performance improved from previous epochs.

We compared our CNN results with the SExtractor’s
SPREAD_MODEL Mohr et al. (2012) model. SExtractor is a
program that builds a catalog of objects from an astronomical
image. Although it is particularly oriented toward reducing
large-scale galaxy survey data, it can perform reasonably well
on moderately crowded star fields. We used the SExtractor
tool to estimate the spread parameter of those sources de-
tected in the simulation fits files through SPREAD_MODEL.
SPREAD_MODEL is a measurement parameter in SExtrac-
tor used for star—galaxy classification. It compares how well
two models fit the detected object: Point source model —
the local PSF (Point Spread Function) resampled at the ob-
ject’s position, and Galaxy-like model — a slightly “fuzzier”
version of the PSF, created by convolving it with a small ex-
ponential disk (scale length = 1/16 of the PSF FWHM). The
SPREAD_MODEL is a formula that shows how the bright-
ness of a point source spreads over a pixelated image. The
SPREAD_MODEL can help to estimate the shape and size
of objects in the sky and to adjust for the effects of the air
and the telescope lenses. Before running the tool, we set the
parameters such as PSF FWHM, pixel scale, and magnitude
zeropoint in the configuration file based on the specific HST
filter type. Then, we ran the SExtractor tool in batch mode
across three types of simulated image sets: zero fake, one
fake, and two fakes, each generated in two different image
dimensions (32 x 32 pixels). For each image, SExtractor was
applied to the extension with the difference image individu-
ally. The SPREAD_MODEL parameter and the associated
error values were extracted to classify sources morphologi-
cally: values near zero indicate point sources, positive values
correspond to extended sources (e.g., galaxies), and negative
values typically represent detections smaller than the PSF,
such as cosmic-ray hits. The SPREAD_MODEL outputs a
metric called SPREAD_MODEL, which ranges from O to 1.
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FiG. 8.— A deep Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) model architecture for lensed SN identification. This CNN model has 16 convolution layers, five max
pool layers, one attention layer, one flatten layer, and four dense layers. This model is trained on 32x32 pixel images generated from four filters from the HLF
GOODS-S dataset, modified to include simulated supernovae. The three classes are the same as defined earlier. Each class had over 2000+ images. With this

model, we achieved an ROC-AUC of over 99%. The figure is constructed using Net2Vis Biuerle et al. (2021)

TABLE 1
10-FOLD CROSS-VALIDATION RESULTS ON VALIDATION DATASET. HERE,
RECALL_O IS THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH ZERO FAKE TRANSIENTS,
RECALL71 IS THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH SINGLE FAKE
TRANSIENTS, AND RECALL_2 IS THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH TWO
FAKE TRANSIENTS.

Filter ROC-AUC  Recall 0 Recall_1 Recall 2 |

Fold 1 0.9919 0.9641 0.8986 0.9555
Fold 2 0.9922 0.9458 0.8818 0.9381
Fold 3 0.9949 0.9762 0.8932 0.9485
Fold 4 0.9953 0.9955 0.9258 0.9397
Fold 5 0.9959 0.9907 09113 0.9786
Fold 6 0.9932 0.9548 0.8606 0.9546
Fold 7 0.9969 0.9763 0.9343 0.9733
Fold 8 0.9944 0.9957 0.9163 0.9574
Fold 9 0.9924 0.9953 0.8853 0.9631
Fold 10 0.9951 0.9865 0.8857 0.9676
Average scores for all folds:

ROC-AUC: mean = 0.9942 (std = 0.0017)
Recall_0: mean = 0.9781 (std = 0.0180)
Recall_1: mean = 0.8993 (std = 0.0226)
Recall_2: mean = 0.9576 (std = 0.0134)

If SPREAD_MODEL == 0 for an object in an image, it is
classified as a star. However, if SPREAD_MODEL == 1 for
an object in an image, it is classified as a galaxy. The closer
the SPREAD_MODEL is to 0 for an object, the greater the
chance that that object is classified as a star. Also, the closer
the SPREAD_MODEL is to 1 for an object, the greater the
chance that that object will be classified as a galaxy in an
image.

To determine how many fake supernovae (SNe) are detected
in an image, first identify all SExtractor sources within 0.6 arc-
seconds (10 pixels) of the galaxy center. If no fake SNe were
planted (Class 0), we counted all detections within this ra-
dius as false positives. For images with planted fake SNe, we
matched each fake SN to the nearest SExtractor source; if the
separation exceeded twice the PSF FWHM, we considered it
undetected. When two fake SNe are present, we checked the
brighter one first, then verified that the fainter SN is assigned
to a different source to avoid duplication. The possible de-
tection counts are 0, 1, or 2. For each detected fake SN, we
recorded its SExtractor stellarity class: SPREAD_MODEL
< 0.003 as P (point-like) and SPREAD_MODEL > 0.003 as
E (extended). Finally, we determined the output Class using
these rules: Class O for no detections, Class 1 for one detec-
tion with stellarity P, and Class 2 for either one detection with
stellarity E or two detections regardless of stellarity.

4. RESULTS

We trained our deep CNN network shown in Fig. 8, on
simulated data to assess its performance on this dataset. The
datasets have three classes. Class 0 and Class 1 are sets of
zero transients and simulated single transients, respectively.
Class 2 is a set of simulated doubly-imaged SNe. Our deep
CNN model performed well on the test dataset. From Tables 3

TABLE 2
10-FOLD CROSS-VALIDATION RESULTS ON TEST DATASET. HERE, RECALL_O IS
THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH ZERO FAKE TRANSIENTS, RECALL_] IS
THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH SINGLE FAKE TRANSIENTS, AND
RECALL_2 IS THE RECALL VALUE OF THE CLASS WITH TWO FAKE TRANSIENTS.

Filter ROC-AUC Recall_ 0 Recall_1 Recall_2]

Fold 1 0.9925 0.9380 0.9253 0.9820
Fold 2 0.9926 0.9419 0.9046 0.9865
Fold 3 0.9931 0.9612 0.9046 0.9685
Fold 4 0.9926 0.9884 0.9212 0.9369
Fold 5 0.9935 0.9612 0.8963 0.9865
Fold 6 0.9928 0.9612 0.9087 0.9775
Fold 7 0.9934 0.9651 0.8963 0.9775
Fold 8 0.9930 0.9884 0.8963 0.9865
Fold 9 0.9924 0.9767 0.8880 0.9730
Fold 10 0.9928 0.9690 0.8714 0.9865
Average scores for all folds:

ROC-AUC: mean = 0.9919 (std = 0.0030)
Recall_0: mean = 0.9651 (std = 0.0168)
Recall_1: mean = 0.9013 (std = 0.0156)
Recall_2: mean = 0.9761 (std = 0.0152)

TABLE 3
Deep CNN CLASSIFICATION MODEL RESULTS FOR THE TEST DATA FOLD WITH
THE HIGHEST ROC-AUC SCORE FOR THE CROSS-VALIDATED DEEP LEARNING

MODEL.
Class Precision Recall Fl-score Support
0 0.95 0.96 0.96 258
1 0.94 0.90 0.92 241
2 0.95 0.99 0.97 222
Accuracy 0.95 721

and 3, we observe that we achieved average ROC-AUC scores
of 99.42% and 99.19% in the 10-fold cross-validation on the
validation and test datasets, respectively. We achieved average
recall scores of 97.81% and 96.51% for class 0 in the 10-fold
validation and test datasets, respectively. We achieved average
recall scores of 89.93% and 90.13% for class 1 in the 10-fold
validation and test datasets, respectively. We achieved average
recall scores of 95.76% and 97.61% for class 2 in the 10-fold
validation and test datasets, respectively. Table 3 shows the
results of the cross-validated fold with the highest ROC-AUC
score for our model. For this fold, our model achieves an
average ROC-AUC score of 99%. This fold achieved a re-
call of 99% for detecting doubly simulated transients. Our
model also achieved recall scores of 90% and 96% for sin-
gle simulated transients and zero transients, respectively. A
significant limitation of this study is the reliance on synthetic
data for both training and testing. While unavoidable given
the absence of real Roman survey data, this introduces a risk
of overly optimistic performance metrics. The models may
learn features that are artifacts of the simulation rather than
generalizable patterns present in real observations. Conse-
quently, the reported ROC-AUC and recall scores might not
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F1G. 9.— ML and SExtractor classification scores for on test images from
the fold with highest ROC-AUC score.

reflect real-world performance.
TABLE 4

SEXTRACTOR RESULTS FOR THE TEST DATA FOLD WITH THE HIGHEST
ROC-AUC SCORE FOR THE CROSS-VALIDATED DEEP LEARNING MODEL.

Class Precision Recall Fl-score Support
0 0.90 0.98 0.94 258
1 0.00 0.00 0.00 241
2 0.51 1.00 0.67 222
Accuracy 0.66 721

4.1. SExtractor Analysis Results

We also tested SExtractor’s performance on this simulated
dataset. Table 4 shows the results of the SExtractor analysis we
performed on the test images. From Table 4, we observe that
SExtractor achieved a recall score of 100% in detecting doubly
simulated transients. SExtractor also achieved recall scores of
98% for images with zero transients. However, SExtractor
cannot detect any single transient image with 0% recall and
cannot distinguish between images with a single transient and
those with a doubly imaged transient.

4.2. ML vs SExtractor

We compared our CNN classification results with SExtrac-
tor by testing both methods on the same test images. Fig. 9

7

shows the comparative results for CNN and SExtractor. We
observed that both CNN and SExtractor perform very well
at detecting GSNe and doubly lensed transients, with recall
scores of 98.65% and 100%, respectively, for class 2. How-
ever, SExtractor cannot distinguish between a doubly lensed
transient image and a single transient image, with a recall score
of 0% for class 1. On the other hand, our CNN model performs
significantly better at distinguishing GSNe or doubly lensed
transient images from single transient photos, with a recall of
around 89.63% for class 1. Both models perform very well at
identifying images with no transients or zero fakes, with the
CNN achieving 96.12% recall for class 0. In contrast, SEx-
tractor performs slightly better, detecting over 98% of images
with zero transients. However, SExtractor also struggled to
distinguish between zero transient images and single transient
images, with 11.6% of single transient images misclassified
as zero transient images. In comparison, our CNN model
misclassified only 5.4% of single transient images as zero
transients.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Detecting multiply-imaged SNe is very important in astron-
omy. We have applied neural networks to detect multiply im-
aged SNe in the difference images from a space-based imaging
survey. We constructed a simulated dataset to test the perfor-
mance of neural networks in detecting multiply-imaged SNe
in the difference images from a space-based imaging survey.
Our simulated dataset is 32x32 pixels in size. We have 2403
images in each of the three classes — images with no tran-
sients (Class 0), images with a single transient (Class 1), and
images with two transients (Class 2) — for training the CNN.
We trained this simulated dataset with a deep CNN model. We
achieved an overall ROC-AUC score of 99% and a recall score
of 98% for class 2. We found that neural networks outperform
a conventional algorithm (the SExtractor Star / Galaxy clas-
sification algorithm) on this task. Our deep learning model
successfully distinguishes between multiply-imaged SNe and
unlensed SNe.

The ability to classify gravitationally lensed supernovae
from a single epoch of difference imaging is particularly valu-
able. Unlike methods that require multiple epochs and a light
curve, early identification enables rapid follow-up observa-
tions with facilities such as JWST or HST. This is critical
for obtaining multi-wavelength light curves and spectroscopy
near peak brightness, which, in turn, supports more accurate
classification, time-delay measurements, and determination of
redshift and distance. By providing an early alert, models like
the one presented here can help ensure that these rare and
scientifically important events are observed in detail before
they fade, maximizing the scientific return from surveys like
Roman.

Future work should focus on narrowing the gap between
synthetic and real survey data while maintaining the ability to
classify lensed supernovae from a single-epoch difference im-
age. This capability is essential for enabling rapid follow-up
observations, so improvements should not depend on multi-
epoch light curves. One option is to apply domain adapta-
tion or transfer learning to improve model generalization from
simulations to real observations. Another option is to con-
struct hybrid datasets that combine archival survey images
(e.g., HST or LSST) with simulated lenses to introduce more
realistic backgrounds and noise. The synthetic difference im-
ages could be improved by including instrumental effects such
as PSF variations, detector artifacts, and cosmic rays, as well
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as astrophysical complexities such as microlensing and irreg-
ular host-galaxy structures. Simulating Roman-specific noise
characteristics and cadence irregularities would help align test
conditions with what the survey will actually produce. Gen-
erative models, such as GANs or diffusion-based approaches,

can also be used to generate synthetic images that better ap-
proximate real distributions. Finally, deliberately making the
test set dissimilar to the training set—by varying lens mass pro-
files and redshift distributions, and by introducing unexpected
contaminants—would provide a more rigorous assessment of
model performance under realistic conditions.
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