Z_ MIT
il Open Access Articles

Search for gravitational wave ringdowns
from perturbed intermediate mass black
holes in LIGO-Virgo data from 2005-2010

The MIT Faculty has made this article openly available. Please share
how this access benefits you. Your story matters.

Citation Aasi, J., B. P. Abbott, R. Abbott, T. Abbott, M. R. Abernathy, F.
Acernese, K. Ackley, et al. “Search for Gravitational Wave Ringdowns
from Perturbed Intermediate Mass Black Holes in LIGO-Virgo

Data from 2005-2010." Phys. Rev. D 89, no. 10 (May 2014). © 2014
American Physical Society

As Published http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.102006

Publisher American Physical Society

Version Final published version

Citable link http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/90882

Terms of Use Article is made available in accordance with the publisher’s
policy and may be subject to US copyright law. Please refer to the
publisher’s site for terms of use.

Mir DSpace@MIT
I I Massachusetts Institute of Technology p


https://libraries.mit.edu/forms/dspace-oa-articles.html
http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/90882

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)

Search for gravitational wave ringdowns from perturbed intermediate mass
black holes in LIGO-Virgo data from 2005-2010

J. Aasi,' B.P. Abbott,' R. Abbott," T. Abbott,” M. R. Abernathy,' F. Acernese,™* K. Ackley,” C. Adams,® T. Adams,’
P. Addesso,” R. X. Adhikari,' C. Affeldt,* M. Agathos,” N. Aggarwal,'® O. D. Aguiar,'" A. Ain,"* P. Ajith,"”* A. Alemic,"
B. Allen,g’ls’16 A. Allocca,”’18 D. Amariutei,5 M. Andersen,19 R. Anderson,1 S.B. Anderson,1 W. G. Anderson,15 K. Arai,l
M. C. Araya,' C. Arceneaux,” J. Areeda,”’ S. M. Aston,” P. Astone,”* P. Aufmuth,'® C. Aulbert,® L. Austin,' B. E. Aylott,”

S. Babak,* P.T. Baker,” G. Ballardin,”® S. W. Ballmer,"* J. C. Barayoga,' M. Barbet,” B. C. Barish,' D. Barker,”’
F. Barone,3’4 B. Barr,28 L. Barsotti,10 M. Barsu lia,29 M. A. Barton,27 I Bartos,30 R. Bassiri,19 A. Basti,”’31 J.C. Batch,27
J. Bauchrowitz,® Th. S. Bauer,” V. Bavigadda,”® B. Behnke,”* M. Bejger,”> M. G. Beker,” C. Belczynski,™ A.S. Bell,”

C. Bell,28 M. Benacquista,34 G. Bergmann,8 D. Bersanetti,35 36 A, Benolini,9 J. Betzwieser,6 P T Beyersdorf,3 7
L. A. Bilenko,” G. Billingsley,' J. Birch,’ S. Biscans,'” M. Bitossi,'” M. A. Bizouard,” E. Black,' J. K. Blackburn,’

L. Blackburn, D. Blair,"’ S. Bloemen,”*” O. Bock,® T.P. Bodiya,'"” M. Boer,* G. Bogaert,*” C. Bogan,g C. Bond,”
F. Bondu,44 L. Bonelli,”’31 R. Bonnand,45 R. Bork,l M. Born,8 V. Boschi,17 Sukanta Bose,46’12 L. Bosi,4 C. Bradaschia,17
P.R. Brady,15 V.B. Braginsky,38 M. Branchesi,48’49 J.E. Brau,50 T. Bn'ant,51 D.O. Bridges,6 A. BI‘illet,43 M. Brinkmann,8

V. Brisson,” A.F. Brooks,' D. A. Brown,"* D.D. Brown,” E. Briickner,” S. Buchman," T. Bulik,” H. J. Bulten,”**
A. Buonanno,” R. Burman,"' D. Buskulic,” C. Buy,”” L. Cadonati,”* G. Cagnoli,” J. Calderén Bustillo,” E. Calloni,”’

J.B. Camp,40 P. Campsie,28 K. C. Cannon,58 B. Canuel,26 J. Cao,59 C.D. Capano,53 F. Carbognani,26 L. Carbone,23

S. Caride,”® A. Castiglia,”" S. Caudill,"”” M. Cavaglia,”® F. Cavalier,”® R. Cavalieri,”® C. Celerier,” G. Cella,"” C. Cepeda,'
E. Cesarini,62 R. Chakraborty,1 T. Chalermsongsak,l S.J. Chamberlin,15 S. Chao,63 P. Charlton,64 E. Chassande—Mottin,29
X. Chen,"" Y. Chen,”” A. Chincarini,”> A. Chiummo,?® H. S. Cho,” J. Chow,®” N. Christensen,”® Q. Chu,*' S. S. Y. Chua,”’
S. Chung,”' G. Ciani,” F. Clara,”” J. A. Clark,”* E. Cleva,* E. Coccia,”””" P.-F. Cohadon,”" A. Colla,”*’" C. Collette,”
M. Colombini,*’ L. Cominsky,”” M. Constancio, Jr.,"" A. Conte,””' D. Cook,”’ T.R. Corbitt,” M. Cordier,”’ N. Cornish,”
A. Corpuz,74 A. Corsi,75 C.A. Costa,11 M. W. Coughlin,76 S. Cou%hlin,77 J.-P. Coulon,43 S. Countryman,30 P. Couvares,14
D. M. Coward,41 M. Cowatt,() D.C. Coyne,l R. Coyne,75 K. Craig, 8].D.E. Creighton,15 S.G. Crowder,78 A. Cumming,28

L. Cunningham,”® E. Cuoco,”® K. Dahl,® T. Dal Canton,® M. Damjanic,® S.L. Danilishin,"' S. D’Antonio,”
K. Danzma1nn,16’8 V. Dattilo,26 H. Daveloza,34 M. Davier,39 G.S. Davies,28 E.J. Daw,79 R. Day,26 T. Dayanga,46

G. Debreczeni,80 J. Degallaix,5 s, Deléglise,51 W. Del Pozzo,9 T. Denker,8 T. Dent,8 H. Dereli,43 V. Dergachev,l
R. De Rosa,””’ R.T. DeRosa,” R. DeSalvo,’' S. Dhurandhar,'* M. Diaz,** L. Di Fiore,” A. Di Lieto,'””' 1. Di Palma,”

A. Di Virgilio,17 V. Dolique,5 SA. Donath,24 F. Donovan,10 K. L. Dooley,8 S. Doravari,6 S. Dossa,68 R. Douglas,28

T.P. Downes,15 M. Dra. 0,82’83 R.W.P. Drever,l J.C. Driggers,l Z. Du,59 M. Ducrot,45 S. Dwyer,27 T. Eberle,8 T. Edo,79
M. Edwards,” A. Effler,” H. Eggenstein,® P. Ehrens,' J. Eichholz,” S. S. Eikenberry,” G. Endréczi,™ R. Essick,'® T. Etzel,'
M. Evans,10 T. Evans,6 M. Factourovich,30 V. Fafone,&’70 S. Fairhurst,7 Q. Fang,41 S. Farinon,3 > B. Farr,77 W. M. Farr,23

M. Favata,84 H. Fehrmann,8 M. M. Fejer,19 D. Feldbaum,5 SE Feroz,76 I. Ferrante,”’31 F. Ferrini,26 F. Fidecaro,”’3 !

L.S. Finn,85 L. Fiori,26 R.P. Fisher,14 R. Flaminio,55 J.-D. Foumier,43 S. Franco,39 S. Frasca,22’71 F. Frasconi,17 M. Frede,8
Z. Frei,* A. Freise,” R. Frey,”® T. T. Fricke,® P. Fritschel,'” V. V. Frolov,® P. Fulda,” M. Fyffe,® J. Gair,”® L. Gammaitoni,*”*’
S. Gaonkar,12 F. Garufi,3 STN. Gehrels,40 G. Gemme,3 B. Gendre,43 E. Genin,26 A. Gennai,17 S. Ghosh,9’42’46 J.A. Giaime,é’2
K. D. Giardina,® A. Giazotto,"” C. Gill,” J. Gleason,” E. Goetz,® R. Goetz,” L. M. Goggin,™® L. Gondan,® G. Gonzélez,’
N. Gordon,28 M. L. Gorodetsky,3 §s. Gossan,65 S. GoBler,8 R. Gouaty,45 C. Gréif,28 P.B. Graff,40 M. Granata,5 SA. Grant,28

S. Gras,10 C. Gray,27 R.J.S. Greenhalgh,89 A. M. Gretarsson,74 P. Groot,42 H. Grote,8 K. Grover,23 S. Grunewald,24

G. M. Guidi,”* C. Guido,’ K. Gushwa," E.K. Gustafson,' R. Gustafson,”” D. Hammer,"” G. Hammond,”® M. Hanke,"®
J. Hanks,27 C. Hanna,90 J. Hanson,6 J. Harms,1 G. M. Harry,91 I W. Harry,14 E.D. Harstad,50 M. Hart,28 M.T. Hat‘tman,5
C.-J. Haster,23 K. Haughian,28 A. Heidmann,51 M. Heintze,5 S H. Heitmann,43 P. Hello,39 G. Hemming,26 M. Hendry,28
I.S. Heng,” A. W. Heptonstall,' M. Heurs,® M. Hewitson,® S. Hild,”® D. Hoak,” K. A. Hodge,' K. Holt,” S. Hooper,"'
P. Hopkins,” D. J. Hosken,”* J. Hough,” E. J. Howell,"" Y. Hu,”® E. Huerta,"* B. Hughey,”* S. Husa,”® S. H. Huttner,”
M. Huynh,” T. Huynh-Dinh,’ D. R. Ingram,”’ R. Inta,*” T. Isogai,'” A. Ivanov,' B.R. Iyer,”” K. Izumi,”” M. Jacobson,'

E. James,1 H. Jang,94 P. Jaranowski,95 Y. Ji,59 F. Jiménez—For“[eza,56 W. W. Johnson,2 D.L Jones,96 R. Jones,28

R.J.G. Jonker,9 L. Ju, ! Haris K,97 P. Kalmus,1 V. Kalogera,77 S. Kandhasamy,20 G. Kang,94 J.B. Kamner,1 J. Karlen,54
M. Kasprzack,%”39 E. Katsavounidis,10 W. Katzman,6 H. Kaufer,m K. Kawabe,27 F. Kawazoe,8 F. Kéfélian,43 G. M. Keiser,19
D. Keitel,® D. B. Kelley,"* W. Kells,! A. Khalaidovski,® F. Y. Khalili,” E. A. Khazanov,” C. Kim,”** K. Kim,'® N. Kim,"
N. G. Kim,”* Y.-M. Kim,” E. J. King,”” P. J. Kin§,1 D. L. Kinzel,° J. S. Kissel,”” S. Klimenko,” J. Kline," S. Koehlenbeck,®

K. Kokeyama,2 V. Kondrashov,1 S. Koranda,1 W.Z. Korth,l 1. Kowalska,33 D. B. Kozak,1 A. Kremin,78 V. Kringel,8

B. Krishnan,8 A. Kr(’)lak,lm’102 G. Kuehn,8 A. Kumar,103 D. Nanda Kumar,5 P. Kumar,14 R. Kumar,28 L. Kuo, 3

A. Kutynia,lo2 P. Kwee,10 M. Landry,27 B. Lantz,19 S. Larson,77 P.D. Lasky,lo4 C. Lawrie,28 A. Lazzarini,1 C. Lazzaro,105

P. Leaci,” S. Leavey,” E. O. Lebigot,” C.-H. Lee,”® H. K. Lee,'"™ H. M. Lee,” J. Lee,'® M. Leonardi,**** J. R. Leong,®

1550-7998/2014/89(10)/102006(18) 102006-1 © 2014 American Physical Society



J. AASI et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)

A. Le Roux,6 N. Leroy,39 N. Letendre,45 Y. Levin,106 B. Levine,27 J. Lewis,1 T.G.F Li,] K. Libbrecht,] A. Libson,lo
A.C. Lin,19 T.B. Littenberg,77 V. LitVine,1 N. A. Lockerbie,107 V. Lockett,21 D. Lodhia,23 K. Loew,74 J. Logue,28
A.L. Lombardi,54 M. Lorenzini,éz’70 V. Loriette,108 M. Lormand,6 G. Losurdo,48 1. Lough,14 M.]J. Lubinski,27 H. Liick,]é’8
E. Luijten,77 A.P. Lundgren,8 R. Lynch,10 Y. Ma,41 J. Macarthur,28 E.P. Macdonald,7 T. Machonald,]9 B. Machenschallk,8
M. MacInnis,lO D.M. Macleod,2 F. Magana-Sandoval,14 M. Mageswaran,1 C. Maglione,109 K. Mailand,1 E. Majorana,22
I Mzalksimovic,]o8 V. Malvezzi,62’70 N. Man,43 G. M. Manca,8 I Mandel,23 V. Mandic,78 V. Mangano,zz’71 N. Mangini,54
M. Mantovani,]7 F. Marchesoni,“’”o F. Marion,45 S. Mérka,30 Z. Mérka,30 A. Markosyan,19 E. Maros,1 J. Marque,26
F. Ma1rtelli,48’49 LW Maurtin,28 R. M. Malrtin,5 L. Maurtinelli,43 D. Martynov,1 J.N. Marx,1 K. Mason,lo A. Masserot,45
T.J. Massinger,14 F. Matichard,10 L. Matone,30 R.A. Matzner,111 N. Mavalvala,]o N. Mazumder,97 G. Mazzolo,]s’8
R. McCalrthy,27 D.E. McClelland,67 S.C. McGuire,”2 G. McIntyre,] J. McIver,54 K. M(:Lin,73 D. Meacher,43
G.D. Meadors,60 M. Mehmet,8 J. Meidam,9 M. Meinders,16 A. Melatos,lo4 G. Mendell,27 R.A. Mercer,]5 S. Meshkov,1
C. Messenger,” P. Meyers,”® H. Miao,” C. Michel,” E. E. Mikhailov,'"” L. Milano,>’ S. Milde,* J. Miller,"

Y. Minenkoyv, 2 C.M.F. Mingarelli,23 C. Mishra,97 S. Mitral,]2 V.P. Mitrofanov,38 G. Mitselmalkher,5 R. Mittleman,IO
B. Moe,15 P. Moesta,65 A. Moggi,17 M. Mohan,26 S.R.P. Mohapatra,lé"61 D. Moraru,27 G. Moreno,27 N. Morgado,55
S.R. Morn'ss,34 K. Mossavi,8 B. Mours,45 C.M. Mow—Lowry,8 C.L. Mueller,5 G. Mueller,5 S. Mukhel;jee,34 A. Mullavey,2
J. Munch,92 D. Murphy,30 P.G. Murray,28 A. Mytidis,5 M.F. Nagy,80 I Nardecchi:a,&‘70 L. Naticchioni, 21T R K. Nayak,l 14
V. Ne(:ula,5 G. Nelemans,“z’9 I Neri,47’87 M. Neri,35’36 G. Newton,28 T. Nguyen,67 A. Nitz,14 F. Nocera,26 D. Nolting,6
M.E.N. Normandin,34 L.K. Nuttall,]5 E. Ochsner," J. O’Dell,89 E. Oelker,]o J.J. Oh,”5 S.H. Oh,115 F. Ohme,’

P. Oppermann,8 B. O’Reilly,6 R. O’Shalughnessy,15 C. Osthelder,l D.J. Ottaway,92 R.S. Ottens,5 H. Overmie:r,6 B.J. Owen,85
C. Padilla,21 A. Pai,97 0. Palashov,98 C. Palomba,22 H. Pan,63 Y. Pan,53 C. Pankow,15 F. Paoletti,”’26 M. A. Papa,15’24
H. Paris,27 A. Pasqualetti,26 R. Passaquieti,w’31 D. Passuello,'” M. Pedraza,' S. Penn,”6 A. Perreca,]4 M. Phelps,1
M. Pichot,43 M. Pickenpack,8 F. Piergiovanni,“&49 V. Pierro,gl‘35 L. Pinard,55 1. M. Pinto,gl’35 M. Pitkin,28 J. Poeld,8
R. Poggiani,”’31 A. Poteomkin,98 1. Powell,28 1. Prasad,12 S. Premachandra,106 T. Prestegard,78 L.R. Plrice,1 M. Prijatelj,26
S. Pn'vitera,1 G. A. P1r0di,82’83 L. Prokhorov,38 0. Puncken,34 M. Punturo,47 P. Puppo,22 J. Qin,41 V. Quetschke,34
E. Quintero,] G. Quiroga,109 R. Quitzow—JameS,SO F.J. Raab,27 D.S. Rabeling,g’52 I Re’lcz,80 H. Radkins,27 P. Raffai,86
S. Raja,117 G. Rajalakshmi,118 M. Rakhmanov,34 C. Ramet,6 K. Ramirez,34 P. Ral)agnani,zz’71 V. Raymond,1
M. Razzano,”’31 V. Re,62’70 J. Read,21 S. Recchia,69’7o C.M. Reed,27 T. Regimbau, 3. Reid,119 D. H. Reitze,l’5
E. Rhoades,74 F. Ricci,zz’71 K. Riles,60 N. A. Robertson,l’28 F. Robinet,39 A. Rocchi,62 M. Rodruck,27 L. Rolland,45
J.G. Rollins,1 R. Roman0,3’4 G. Romanov,113 J.H. Romie,6 D. Rosiﬁska,32’120 S. Rowan,28 A. Rl'idiger,8 P. Ruggi,26
K. Ryan,27 F. Salemi,8 L. Sammut,lo4 V. Sandberg,27 J.R. Sanders,60 V. Sannibale,1 I Santiago-Prieto,28 E. Saracco,55
B. Sassolas,55 B.S. Sathyaprakash,7 P.R. Saulson,]4 R. Savage,27 . Scheuer,77 R. Schilling,8 R. Schnabel,g’16
R.M.S. Schoﬁeld,so E. S(:hreiber,8 D. Schuette,8 B.F Schutz,7’24 J. Scott,28 S.M. Scott,67 D. Sellers,6 A.S. Sengupta,121
D. Sentenac,26 V. Sequin0,62’70 A. Sergeev,98 D. Shaddock,67 S. Shah,42’9 M. S. Shahrialr,77 M. Shaltev,8 B. Shapiro,19
P. Shawham,53 D. H. Shoemaker,l0 T. L. Side ,23 K. Siellez,43 X. Siemens,]5 D. Sig%27 D. Simakov,8 A. Singer,] L. Singer,]
R. Singh,” A. M. Sintes,” B. J. J. Slagmolen,”’ J. Slutsky,® J. R. Smith,”' M. Smith,' R. J. E. Smith,' N. D. Smith-Lefebvre,’
E.J. Son,115 B. Sorazu,28 T. Souradeep,12 A. Staley,30 J. Stebbins,19 J. Steinlechner,8 S. Steinlechner,8 B.C. Stephens,15
S. Steplewski,46 S. Stevenson,23 R. Stone,34 D. Stops,23 K. A. Strain,28 N. Straniero,55 S. Strigin,38 R. Sturani,122
A.L. Stuver,6 T.Z. Summerscales,123 S. Susmithan,41 P.J. Sutton,7 B. Swinkels,26 M. Tacca,29 D. Talukder,so D.B. Tanner,5
S.P. Ta.rabrin,8 R. Taylor,1 M.P. Thilru%nanasambandam,1 M. Thomas,6 P. Thomas,27 K. A. Thorne,6 K.S. Thorne,65
E. Thrane,l V. Tiwari,5 K. V. Tokmakov,l C. Tomlinson,79 M. Tonelli,lm] C. V. Torres,34 C.L Torrie,l‘28 F. Tr:zwasso,‘w’87
G. Traylor,6 M. Tse,30’10 D. Ugolini,124 C.S. Unnikrishnan,1 BAL Urban,15 K. Urbanek,19 H. Vahlbruch,16 G. Vajente,”’31
G. Valdes,34 M. Vallisneri,65 M. van Beuzekom,9 J.F. J. van den Brand,g’52 C. Van Den Broeck,9 M. V. van der Sluys,42’9
J. van Heijningen,9 A.A. van Ve 5gel,28 S. Vass,] M. Vasﬁth,80 R. Valulin,IO A. Vecchio,23 G. Vedovato,105 J. Veitch,9
P.J. Veitch,92 K. Venkateswara,1 D. Verkindt,45 S.S. Verma,41 F. Vetrano,48’49 A. Viceré,48’49 R. Vincent-Finley,112
J.-Y. Vinet,43 S. Vitale,10 T. Vo,27 H. Vocca,47’87 C. Vorvick,27 W.D. Vousden,23 S.P. Vyachanin,38 A. Wade,67 L. Wade,15
M. Wade,15 M. Walker,2 L. Wallace,] M. Wang,23 X. Wang,59 R.L. Ward,67 M. Was,8 B. Weaver,27 L.-W. Wei,43
M. Weinelrt,8 Al Weinstein,1 R. Weiss,lo T. Welborn,6 L. Wen,41 P. Wessels,8 M. West,14 T. Westphal,8 K. Wette,8
J.T. Whelan,61 S.E. Whitcomb,l’41 D.J. White,79 B.E Whiting,5 K. Wiesner,8 C. Wilkinson,27 K. Williams,112
L. Williams,” R. Williams,' T. Williams,'*® A.R. Williamson,” J. L. Willis,'"”” B. Willke,'*® M. Wimmer,?

W. Winkler,8 C.C. Wipf,lo A.G. Wiseman,15 H. Wittel,8 G. Woan,28 J. Worden,27 J. Yablon,77 I Yakushin,6
H. Yamamoto,' C.C. Yancey,53 H. Yang,65 Z. Yang,59 S. Yoshida,]26 M. Yvert,45 A. ZadroZny,lO2
M. Zanolin,74 J.-P. Zendri,IOS Fan Zhang,] L Zhang,l C. Zhao,41 X. I Zhu,4]

M. E. Zucker,10 S. Zuraw,54 and J. Zweizigl

(The LIGO Scientific Collaboration and the Virgo Collaboration)

102006-2



SEARCH FOR GRAVITATIONAL WAVE RINGDOWNS FROM ... PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)

'LIGO, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California 91125, USA
’Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803, USA
INFN, Sezione di Napoli, Complesso Universitario di Monte S. Angelo, I-80126 Napoli, Italy
*Universita di Salerno, Fisciano, 1-84084 Salerno, Italy
5Universizfy of Florida, Gainesville, Florida 32611, USA
°LIGO Livingston Observatory, Livingston, Louisiana 70754, USA
7Cardiﬁ‘ University, Cardiff CF24 3AA, United Kingdom
SAlbert-Einstein-Institut, Max-Planck-Institut fiir Gravitationsphysik, D-30167 Hannover, Germany
°Nikhef. Science Park, 1098 XG Amsterdam, The Netherlands
"LIGO, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139, USA
"instituto Nacional de Pesquisas Espaciais, 12227-010 - Sdo José dos Campos, Sdo Paulo, Brazil
12Inter—University Centre for Astronomy and Astrophysics, Pune - 411007, India
Bternational Centre for Theoretical Sciences, Tata Institute of Fundamental Research,
Bangalore 560012, India
14Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York 13244, USA
15Universil‘y of Wisconsin—Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201, USA
1Leibniz Universitit Hannover, D-30167 Hannover, Germany
17INFN, Sezione di Pisa, 1-56127 Pisa, Italy
BUniversita di Siena, 1-53100 Siena, Italy
19Stanford University, Stanford, California 94305, USA
The University of Mississippi, University, Mississippi 38677, USA
21Califomia State University Fullerton, Fullerton, California 92831, USA
2INFN, Sezione di Roma, 1-00185 Roma, Italy
23Um'versity of Birmingham, Birmingham B15 2TT, United Kingdom
*Albert-Einstein-Institut, Max-Planck-Institut fiir Gravitationsphysik, D-14476 Golm, Germany
“Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana 59717, USA
®European Gravitational Observatory (EGO), 1-56021 Cascina, Pisa, Italy
7LIGO Hanford Observatory, Richland, Washington 99352, USA
BSUPA, University of Glasgow, Glasgow GI12 80Q, United Kingdom
YAPC, AstroParticule et Cosmologie, Université Paris Diderot, CNRS/IN2P3, CEA/Irfu, Observatoire de
Paris, Sorbonne Paris Cité, 10, rue Alice Domon et Léonie Duquet, F-75205 Paris Cedex 13, France
OColumbia University, New York, New York 10027, USA
*"Universita di Pisa, 1-56127 Pisa, Italy
32CAMK-PAN, 00-716 Warsaw, Poland
3 Astronomical Observatory Warsaw University, 00-478 Warsaw, Poland
*The University of Texas at Brownsville, Brownsville, Texas 78520, USA
35]NFN, Sezione di Genova, I-16146 Genova, Italy
SUniversita degli Studi di Genova, I-16146 Genova, Italy
3San Jose State University, San Jose, California 95192, USA
38Facull‘y of Physics, Lomonosov Moscow State University, Moscow 119991, Russia
PLAL, Université Paris-Sud, IN2P3/CNRS, F-91898 Orsay, France
“NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland 20771, USA
41University of Western Australia, Crawley, Washington 6009, Australia
42Depaerent of Astrophysics/IMAPP, Radboud University Nijmegen,
P.O. Box 9010, 6500 GL Nijmegen, The Netherlands
BUniversité Nice-Sophia-Antipolis, CNRS, Observatoire de la Cote d’Azur, F-06304 Nice, France
®Institut de Physique de Rennes, CNRS, Université de Rennes 1, F-35042 Rennes, France
BLaboratoire d "Annecy-le-Vieux de Physique des Particules (LAPP), Université de Savoie,
CNRS/IN2P3, F-74941 Annecy-le-Vieux, France
46Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 99164, USA
Y'INFN, Sezione di Perugia, I1-06123 Perugia, Italy
SINFN, Sezione di Firenze, 1-50019 Sesto Fiorentino, Firenze, Italy
®Universita degli Studi di Urbino “Carlo Bo”, 1-61029 Urbino, Italy
5OUniversity of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon 97403, USA
S Laboratoire Kastler Brossel, ENS, CNRS, UPMC, Université Pierre et Marie Curie,
F-75005 Paris, France
2VU University Amsterdam, 1081 HV Amsterdam, The Netherlands
53University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742, USA
54University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts 01003, USA

102006-3



J. AASI et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)
SLaboratoire des Matériaux Avancés (LMA), IN2P3/CNRS,
Université de Lyon, F-69622 Villeurbanne, Lyon, France
®Universitat de les Illes Balears, E-07122 Palma de Mallorca, Spain
Universita di Napoli *Federico II', Complesso Universitario di Monte S. Angelo, 1-80126 Napoli, Italy
BCanadian Institute for Theoretical Astrophysics,
University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario M5S 3HS, Canada
59Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China
6OUniversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109, USA
® Rochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, New York 14623, USA
2INFN, Sezione di Roma Tor Vergata, 1-00133 Roma, Italy
8 National Tsing Hua University, Hsinchu, Taiwan 300
% Charles Sturt University, Wagga Wagga, New South Wales 2678, Australia
65Caltech—CaRT, Pasadena, California 91125, USA
pusan National University, Busan 609-735, Korea
%7 Australian National University, Canberra Australian Capital Territory 0200, Australia
% Carleton College, Northfield, Minnesota 55057, USA
SINFN, Gran Sasso Science Institute, 1-67100 L’Aquila, Italy
Universita di Roma Tor Vergata, 1-00133 Roma, Italy
"Universita di Roma ’La Sapienza’, I-00185 Roma, Italy
72University of Brussels, Brussels 1050, Belgium
Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California 94928, USA
74Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, Prescott, Arizona 86301, USA
The George Washington University, Washington, District Of Columbia 20052, USA
76Um'versity of Cambridge, Cambridge, CB2 ITN, United Kingdom
""Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois 60208, USA
78University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455, USA
®The University of Sheffield, Sheffield S10 2TN, United Kingdom
80Wigner RCP, RMKI, H-1121 Budapest, Konkoly Thege Miklos it 29-33, Hungary
8]University of Sannio at Benevento, 1-82100 Benevento, Italy and INFN,
Sezione di Genova, I-16146 Genova, Italy
SZINFN, Gruppo Collegato di Trento, 1-38050 Povo, Trento, Italy
B Universita di Trento, 1-38050 Povo, Trento, Italy
¥Montclair State University, Montclair, New Jersey 07043, USA
5The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802, USA
SMTA Eotvis University, ‘Lendulet’ A. R. G., Budapest 1117, Hungary
YUniversita di Perugia, 1-06123 Perugia, Italy
88Accumy Inc., Sunnyvale, California 94089, USA
89Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, HSIC, Chilton, Didcot, Oxon OX11 0QX, United Kingdom
PPerimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics, Ontario N2L 2Y5, Canada
"1 American University, Washington, District of Columbia 20016, USA
92University of Adelaide, Adelaide, South Australia 5005, Australia
SRaman Research Institute, Bangalore, Karnataka 560080, India
Korea Institute of Science and Technology Information, Daejeon 305-806, Korea
95Bialystok University, 15-424 Biatystok, Poland
96Universil‘y of Southampton, Southampton SO17 1BJ, United Kingdom
"'[ISER-TVM, CET Campus, Trivandrum, Kerala 695016, India
Blnstitute of Applied Physics, Nizhny Novgorod, 603950, Russia
PSeoul National University, Seoul 151-742, Korea
]OOHanyang University, Seoul 133-791, Korea
lOIIM-PAN, 00-956 Warsaw, Poland
' NCBJ, 05-400 Swierk-Otwock, Poland
1S nstitute for Plasma Research, Bhat, Gandhinagar 382428, India
%7 he University of Melbourne, Parkville, VIC 3010, Australia
IOSINFN, Sezione di Padova, 1-35131 Padova, Italy
% Monash University, Victoria 3800, Australia
YSUPA, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow G1 1XQ, United Kingdom
'"ESPCI, CNRS, F-75005 Paris, France
1OQArgentim'an Gravitational Wave Group, Cordoba, Cordoba 5000, Argentina
"Universita di Camerino, Dipartimento di Fisica, 162032 Camerino, Italy
Mrne University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas 78712, USA

102006-4



SEARCH FOR GRAVITATIONAL WAVE RINGDOWNS FROM ...

28 outhern University and A&M College, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70813, USA

113College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia 23187, USA
"IISER-Kolkata, Mohanpur, West Bengal 741252, India
National Institute for Mathematical Sciences, Daejeon 305-390, Korea
YHobart and William Smith Colleges, Geneva, New York 14456, USA
”7RRCAT, Indore, Madhya Pradesh 452013, India
W Tata Institute for Fundamental Research, Mumbai 400005, India
SUPA, University of the West of Scotland, Paisley PAl 2BE, United Kingdom
Dpnstitute of Astronomy, 65-265 Zielona, Géra, Poland
ndian Institute of Technology, Gandhinagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat 382424, India
2 nstituto de Fisica Tedrica, Univ. Estadual Paulista/ICTP South American Institute for Fundamental
Research, Sdao Paulo, Sdo Paulo 01140-070, Brazil
" Andrews University, Berrien Springs, Michigan 49104, USA
124Trinity University, San Antonio, Texas 78212, USA
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington 98195, USA
12Southeastern Louisiana University, Hammond, Louisiana 70402, USA
2 Abilene Christian University, Abilene, Texas 79699, USA
(Received 28 March 2014; published 27 May 2014)

115

119

125

We report results from a search for gravitational waves produced by perturbed intermediate mass black
holes (IMBH) in data collected by LIGO and Virgo between 2005 and 2010. The search was sensitive to
astrophysical sources that produced damped sinusoid gravitational wave signals, also known as ringdowns,
with frequency 50 < f,/Hz <2000 and decay timescale 0.0001 < 7/s <0.1 characteristic of those
produced in mergers of IMBH pairs. No significant gravitational wave candidate was detected. We report
upper limits on the astrophysical coalescence rates of IMBHs with total binary mass 50 < M /Mg < 450
and component mass ratios of either 1:1 or 4:1. For systems with total mass 100 < M /Mg < 150, we report
a 90% confidence upper limit on the rate of binary IMBH mergers with nonspinning and equal mass
components of 6.9 x 1078 Mpc=3 yr~!. We also report a rate upper limit for ringdown waveforms from
perturbed IMBHs, radiating 1% of their mass as gravitational waves in the fundamental, £ = m = 2,
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oscillation mode, that is nearly three orders of magnitude more stringent than previous results.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.89.102006

I. INTRODUCTION

Intermediate mass black hole (IMBH) binary systems
represent a potential strong source of gravitational radiation
accessible to ground-based interferometric detectors such as
the Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory
(LIGO) [1] and Virgo [2]. Although yet to be discovered,
binary systems with total masses in the range 50 <
M/Mg < 10° could form in dense star clusters such as
globular clusters [3-5].

The coalescence of a compact binary system generates a
gravitational wave signal consisting of a low frequency
inspiral phase when the compact objects are in orbit around
each other, a merger phase marking the coalescence of the
objects and the peak gravitational wave emission, and a
high frequency ringdown phase after the objects have
formed a single perturbed black hole [6,7]. For low mass
systems, most of the signal-to-noise ratio comes from the
inspiral phase of the coalescence. Several searches for
gravitational waves from the inspiral of low mass compact
objects have been performed by LIGO and Virgo [8-10].
However, since the merger frequency is inversely pro-
portional to the mass of the system, it is shifted to
lower frequencies for higher mass binaries. Searches for

PACS numbers: 95.85.Sz, 04.70.-s, 04.80.Nn, 07.05.Kf

gravitational waves from the inspiral, merger and ringdown
of binary black holes with total masses 25 < M /M, < 100
have also been performed in LIGO-Virgo data [11,12].

For an IMBH binary, typically only the merger and
ringdown parts of the signal fall above the low frequency
cutoff of 40 Hz for the initial LIGO and Virgo detectors.
Thus it is sufficient to conduct a search solely for these
particular phases of the gravitational wave signal [13—15].
A binary black hole merger is expected to result in a
single perturbed black hole, and black hole perturbation
theory and numerical simulations provide us with a well-
understood ringdown signal model, a superposition of
quasinormal modes that decay exponentially with time
[16-23]. Indeed, any perturbed black hole, not just that
produced by a compact merger (e.g., a black hole formed
as the result of the core collapse of a very massive star
[24-26]), will emit ringdown gravitational waves described
by its quasinormal modes.

Since the gravitational waveform of perturbed black
holes has a well-defined model, the method of matched
filtering is used to search for ringdown signals. The first
such search was carried out on data from the fourth LIGO
science run (S4) which took place between February 22 and
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March 24, 2005 [27]. Additionally, two burst searches with
less-constrained waveform models looked for gravitational
waves from mergers of IMBHs in data collected by LIGO
and Virgo between 2005 and 2010 [28,29]. No events were
observed in these searches. In this paper, we present the
results of a matched filter ringdown search of data from
LIGO’s fifth and sixth science runs and Virgo’s science
runs 2 and 3. We compare the resulting rate upper limits to
the previous searches for gravitational waves from IMBHs.

Sections [ A and IB describe the expected ringdown
sources and waveform. Section II provides a brief descrip-
tion of the detectors and their sensitivities during the data
collection epochs. Section III describes the search, and
results are presented in Sec. I'V. Upper limits are presented
in Sec. V and discussed in Sec. VI.

A. Ringdown sources

Observed black holes of known masses fall into two
broad mass ranges. Stellar mass black holes have masses
<35 Mg, [30-32] although theoretical modeling of stellar
evolution and population synthesis raises the possibility
that significantly heavier stellar black holes could exist
[33,34]. Supermassive black holes have masses >10° Mg,
[35,36] and are thought to be cosmological in origin,
possibly formed through galactic mergers leading to their
growth through coalescences and accretion [37,38]. The
large gap between the mass ranges of stellar and super-
massive black holes is predicted to be populated by an
elusive class of objects known as intermediate mass black
holes (IMBHs) [3,39-42]. Observational evidence from
ultra- or hyperluminous x-ray sources and star cluster
dynamics suggest a population of IMBHs with masses
in the range 10> My, to 10* M, [3]. Ultraluminous x-ray
sources with angle-averaged fluxes many times that of a
stellar mass black hole accreting at the Eddington limit
(>3 x 10* ergs™') may be explained by black holes
with masses larger than any known stellar mass black
hole. The brightest known hyperluminous x-ray source and
the strongest IMBH candidate is the pointlike x-ray source
HLX-1. Its maximum x-ray luminosity of 10** ergs~!
requires a black hole mass 2 a few 103 M, [43.44].
Other hyperluminous x-ray sources include M82 X-1
[45], Cartwheel N10 [46], and CXO J122518.6 [47].
Furthermore, the excess of dark mass at the centers of
globular clusters could be explained by ~10° M, IMBHs
formed from repeated mergers between other compact
objects and/or stars [48—50]. However, both hyperluminous
x-ray sources and central globular cluster masses can be
explained via phenomena that do not include IMBHs
[51,52]. Still, most observational evidence for globular
cluster IMBHs using radio emissions can place upper
bounds of <103 Mg [53-58], and do not rule out lower
mass systems that are above the expected maximum mass
of a normal stellar mass black hole [33]. Thus, the existence
of IMBHs currently remains speculative.
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Numerical simulations suggest that IMBH binaries could
form in collisional runaway scenarios in young dense star
clusters. Initially, in young star clusters, IMBHs could form
via the runaway collapse of very massive stars [41,59-61].
After separate formation, two IMBHs could settle to the
core of the cluster through dynamical friction and form a
common binary via dynamical interactions. The binary
would tighten due to three-body encounters, finally merg-
ing quickly via gravitational radiation [4,62,63].

From [64], we know that the astrophysical rate of IMBH
binary coalescence in globular clusters (GC) should be no
higher than 0.07 GC~! Gyr~! assuming that all globular
clusters are sufficiently massive and have a sufficient binary
fraction to form this type of binary once in their lifetime of
13.8 Gyr [5]. Also, globular clusters have a space density of
roughly 3 GCMpc~ [65]. This allows us to convert the
astrophysical upper limit to 2 x 107! Mpc=3 yr~!. If we
assume that only 10% of globular clusters meet these
requirements, the rate would still be as high as one tenth
this value [64].

Numerical simulations also suggest the possibility of
forming intermediate mass ratio inspirals (IMRIs) (e.g., a
coalescence of an IMBH with a compact stellar mass
companion) in these same dense star clusters. This occurs
through a combination of gravitational wave emission,
binary exchange processes, and secular evolution of hier-
archical triple systems [42,66—69]. Ringdown searches
in the advanced detector era could be important for
detecting IMRIs, particularly if the inspiraling companion
is a black hole with m 2 10 M, or if the system is a
compact object coalescing with a slowly spinning IMBH
with m 2 350 My, [65].

B. Ringdown waveform

A black hole can be perturbed in a variety of ways, e.g.,
by interaction with a companion, by accretion or infall of
matter, or in its formation through asymmetric gravitational
collapse. A perturbed Kerr black hole will emit gravita-
tional waves, relaxing to a stable configuration through
radiation generated by a superposition of quasinormal
modes of oscillation [16-23]. The emitted gravitational
waves are exponentially decaying sinusoid signals charac-
terized by a complex angular frequency wy,,, from which
we can derive both the real frequency f,,,, and the quality
factor Qy,,:

ffmn = m(wfmn)/2”9 (])

Qfmn = ﬂffmn/‘(“s(wfmn)v )

where £ = 2,3,..., and m = -7, ..., ¢ are the spheroidal
harmonic indices and n denotes the overtones of each
mode. Overtones with n > 0 are generally negligible
in amplitude compared with the fundamental n =0
mode. Numerical simulations have demonstrated that the
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¢ = m = 2 fundamental mode dominates the gravitational
wave emission, particularly in the case of an equal mass
compact object merger [70]. The ringdown search uses
single-mode waveform templates. However, other modes
can contribute significantly to the gravitational wave
signal, particularly in cases where the binary’s mass
ratio ¢ = m., /m_+#1 where m. = max(m,m,) and m_ =
min(m;,m,). Reference [71] reports that single-mode
templates can result in a loss 210% in detected events
over a significant mass range and also result in large errors
in the estimated values of parameters (especially the quality
factor). A multimode ringdown search would perform
better both in efficiency and parameter estimation [71].
Nevertheless, we show that the single-mode ringdown
search will still provide good sensitivity to comparable
mass binary systems (see average sensitive distances given
in Sec. V B).

The response of an interferometric detector to a gravi-
tational wave is

h(t) = F+(97 d’v l//)h-&-(t) + Fx(ev ¢v l//)hx(t)7 (3)

where F, and F, are the antenna pattern functions that
depend on the direction to the source as described by a
polar angle 8, an azimuthal angle ¢, and a polarization
angle y. The plus and cross polarizations /4, and A, of a
single-mode (¢, m, n) = (2,2,0) ringdown waveform take
the approximate form

A
he(tng)=—(1+ cos?1)eoli=10)/Q

x cos 2z fo(t — to) + o) )

hy (l‘; 1, ¢) = é (2 cos l)e—”fo(’—fo)/Q
x sin [2zfo (1 — tg) + o). (5)

fort > ty where fo = f10 and Q = Q5 are the oscillation
frequency and the quality factor of the (¢, m,n) = (2,2,0)
mode, r is the distance to the source, ¢ is the initial phase
of the mode, and : is the inclination angle. The oscillation
amplitude of the (£, m,n) = (2,2,0) mode, A, is given
approximately by (see Appendix A)

A=\ Fo R @ @
c 2

where G is the gravitational constant, M is the black
hole mass, ¢ is the speed of light, ¢, known as the
ringdown efficiency, is the fraction of the black hole’s
mass radiated, @ = ¢S/GM? where S is the black hole’s
spin angular momentum, F(Q) = 1 + 1/(4Q?) and g(a) =
[1.5251 — 1.1568(1 — @)*1292] [cf. Egs. (7), (8), and (AS5)].

The total ringdown efficiency of a black hole binary with
nonspinning components is known to scale with the square
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of the symmetric mass ratio, v = m;m,/(m, + m,)* =
q/(1 + q)?, as € = 0.441% [72-74]. Thus, forg = 1, ¢ ~ 3%
and, for ¢ = 4, € ~ 1%. Gravitational waves from extreme
mass ratio systems will not be detectable unless the system
is sufficiently close (see Sec. V B). A black hole binary
with spinning components will radiate more energy if the
spins are aligned with the orbital angular momentum and
less if the spins are antialigned [73,75].

The black hole mass M and dimensionless spin param-
eter a can be determined numerically using fitting formulae
to Kerr quasinormal mode frequency and quality factor
parameters tabulated in Table VIII of [76]. For the
(¢,m,n) = (2,2,0) mode, the fits are of the form:

1 3
fo= %c?—M [1.5251 — 1.1568(1 — 2)%122),  (7)
0 = 0.7000 + 1.4187(1 — &)~049%. ®)

These fitting functions allow us to relate a measurement of
the frequency and quality factor from a match filter ring-
down template to the mass and angular momentum of the
final perturbed black hole.

We can approximate the ringdown gravitational wave
strain by

ho(t) = Aegre™0=10)/C cos2afo(t — ty) + o], (9)

for t > #, where A,y = A/Dyy and D is the effective
distance to the source and ¢, is the effective initial phase
depending on the initial phase ¢, as well as on the signal
polarization [see Eqs. (1.7) and (1.9) in [77]]. Note that
both ¢, and time of arrival at the detector #, are set to zero
for simplicity in the template waveform given in Sec. III A.

II. DATA SET

The data analyzed spans multiple science runs for both
the LIGO and Virgo detectors. We report results both for
data collected between November 2005 and September
2007 and between July 2009 and October 2010.

The first time period covers LIGO’s fifth science run
(S5). The LIGO site in Hanford, Washington hosted two
collocated interferometers: a 4 km detector H1 and a 2 km
detector H2. The LIGO site in Livingston, Louisiana,
hosted one 4 km detector L1. Additionally, the Virgo
3 km detector in Cascina, Italy, operated from May 2007 to
September 2007 during its first science run (VSR1) which
overlapped with the last few months of LIGO’s S5 run.
However, this search did not analyze VSR1 data. Thus, for
the first time period, which we designate period 1, we
report results for the threefold coincident search of the
HIH2LI1 detector network. We also report results for two-
detector combinations of this network including HIL1 and
H2L1. We chose to exclude HIH2 coincident events since
accurately measuring the significance of gravitational wave

102006-7



J. AASI et al.
700

— S5HI
600 p-- G : e o == S5L1 |4
S5 H2

500

400 p e

€/0.01 (Mpc)

300 -

Dy/

200 p- B B 278

100 [ 4

0 100 200 300 400 500
Final Black Hole Mass (M)

FIG. 1 (color online).

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)

700 .
— S6HI
600 == S6L1
VSR2/3 V1

€/0.01 (Mpc)
B
S

[

300

Dy/

200

100

0 - 1 : 1 1 1
0 100 200 300 400 500
Final Black Hole Mass (Mg)
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final black hole mass for period 1 (left) and period 2 (right). Here we have set ¢ = 1%. The dimensionless spin parameter is set to
a = 0.9. For example, during period 1, a ~200 M, ringdown source with € = 1%, @ = 0.9, and optimal location and orientation at a
distance of ~530 Mpc would produce a signal-to-noise ratio of 8 in the HI detector.

candidates is complicated by this network’s correlated
detector noise.

The second time period covers LIGO’s sixth science run
(S6) during which only the H1 and L1 LIGO detectors were
operating. The Virgo detector conducted two science runs
during this period: VSR2 which ran from July 2009 to
January 2010 and VSR3 which ran from August 2010 to
October 2010. For this second time period, which we
designate period 2, we report results for the coincident
search of the HIL1V1 detector network. We also report
results for all two-detector combinations within this
network.

LIGO’s S5 run marked the final data collection of the
initial LIGO detector configuration during which design
sensitivity was achieved [1]. Figure 1 (left) demonstrates
the H1, H2, and L1 detectors’ sensitivities to ringdown
signals from spinning black holes with ¢ =0.9 and
e =1%'" for typical period 1 performance. This figure
shows the horizon distance Dy divided by the square root
of the ringdown efficiency ¢, scaled to a canonical value
€ = 1%, as a function of the final black hole mass. The
horizon distance is the distance at which a given source
with optimal location and orientation would produce a SNR
of 8 in a given detector; some details of its derivation for
ringdowns are given in Appendix B. Dips in the ringdown
horizon distance correspond directly to features of the
detectors’ noise spectral density curves. For instance, the
strong dip in sensitivity at 360 M, is due to 60 Hz electric
power noise.

The S6 run, during the phase of the enhanced LIGO
detector configuration, followed a series of upgrades to

'These values were chosen so that a direct comparison could
be made with Fig. 2 in [27].

the initial detectors to improve sensitivity. These enhance-
ments included a higher power laser and a new DC readout
system [78]. Similarly, the Virgo detector saw several
improvements between its VSR1 and VSR2 runs including
a more powerful laser, a thermal compensation system, and
improved scattered light mitigation. Before Virgo’s VSR3
run in early 2010, monolithic suspensions with fused-silica
fibers were installed [79]. Figure 1 (right) demonstrates the
HI1, L1, and V1 detectors’ sensitivities to ringdown signals
from spinning black holes with ¢ = 0.9 and ¢ = 1% for
typical period 2 performance.

Gravitational-wave strain data from each of the detectors
are known to be both non-Gaussian and nonstationary.
Non-Gaussianity is often manifested as noise transients, or
glitches, in the strain data. Efforts are made to diagnose and
remove glitches and stretches of elevated noise from the
data set using environmental and instrumental monitors
[80-82]. In this search, as in previous searches of LIGO-
Virgo data, we apply three levels of data quality vetoes
[83,84] (see Appendix A of [8] for more details). Data

TABLE I. Length of each network’s total analyzed time after
the third level of vetoes has been applied and the playground data
set has been removed.

Analysis Time® (years)

Network Period 1 Period 2
HI1L1 0.09 0.17
H1V1 e 0.10
H2L1 0.07 .
L1Vl e 0.06
H1H2L1 0.63 e
HIL1V1 e 0.08
Total 0.79 0.41

“Excluding playground time.
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remaining after the first and second veto levels have been
applied are searched for possible detection candidates (see
Sec. 1IV). Data remaining after all three veto levels have
been applied are searched for detection candidates and are
also used in constraining the IMBH merger rate (see
Sec. V). Table I gives the total analyzed time after all
three veto levels are applied and after the removal of the
“playground” data set used for pipeline tuning as described
in Sec. [II D. The total analysis time for both period 1 and
period 2 was 1.2 years.

III. RINGDOWN SEARCH
A. Search algorithm

The ringdown search algorithm, first introduced in
[13,27], is based on the optimal method for finding
modeled signals buried in Gaussian noise, the matched
filter [85]. The data from multiple gravitational wave
detectors are match filtered with single-mode ringdown
templates to test for the presence or absence of signals in
the data. The output is a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) time
series [27] from which local maxima above a predeter-
mined SNR threshold, called triggers, are retained for
further analysis. Since the noise in the detector data is
nonstationary and non-Gaussian, matched filtering alone is
not enough to establish that a trigger is a gravitational wave
signal. Since detector noise can often mimic the signal for
which we are searching, additional tests are employed
including detector coincidence and SNR consistency. We
use a search pipeline similar to the THOPE pipeline described
in [86]. Here we summarize the main steps of the ringdown
search pipeline.

The data conditioning and segmentation is discussed in
detail in [87]. Each segment of data is filtered using a bank
of ringdown templates characterized by frequency f, and
quality factor Q. Following [27], the template used in this
search is

() = e cos(2nfor),  0<i<tyy  (10)

[cf. Eq. (9)], with a length of ten e-folding times,
Imax = 10Q/”f0’2

The template bank is tiled in (f,, Q)-space according to
the analytic approximate metric computed assuming white
detector noise as described in [14,27,88] so that no point in

’An arbitrary initial phase parameter (or equivalently, a
quadratic sum of sine and cosine template outputs) could be
implemented in the template waveform to reduce the fraction of
power lost in the event of a pure sine wave signal. The problem is
most acute for the detection of perturbed black holes with high
frequency (f( = 1000 Hz) and low dimensionless spin parameter
(a £0.6) where significant power is lost by using a cosine
template [77]. However, allowing an arbitrary phase would
increase the noise level of the search. Furthermore, any ringdown
signal would follow a preceding waveform and there is some
arbitrariness in the division of one from the other.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 89, 102006 (2014)

the parameter space has an overlap of less than 97% with
the nearest template.3 The template parameters cover a
frequency band between 50 Hz and 2 kHz and quality
factor in the physical range between 2 and 20. This
corresponds roughly to masses in the range 10 to
600 M, and spins in the range 0 to 0.99. A fixed bank
of 616 templates was used for all detectors.

Triggers with an SNR statistic above a predetermined
threshold p* are retained for further analysis. For both
period 1 and period 2, we set pi;; = pf; = 5.5. For the least
sensitive detector in each analysis period, we set lower
thresholds: py, = 4.0 and py,; = 5.0.

B. Coincidence and vetoes

Once triggers are found in a single detector, we apply
a coincidence test, analogous to the one introduced in [90],
to check for multidetector parameter and arrival time
consistency. In order to include information about time
coincidence dt and template coincidence for df; and dQ in
a single coincidence test, we construct a three-dimensional
metric [88] to calculate the distances ds? between two
triggers in (fy, Q, t)-space. The quantity (1 —ds?) is a
measure of normalized signal mismatch. To account for
the finite travel time between noncollocated detectors, we
minimize ds? for each detector pair over a range of allowed
time differences. Only pairs of triggers for which ds? <
ds? = 0.4 are kept as coincident candidates. During times
when three detectors are operating, triple coincident events
are constructed from sets of three triggers if each trigger in
the set passes the coincidence test with every other one. We
also consider H1L1 coincidences in a HIH2L1 network.

We also apply second and third level vetoes to segments
of poor data quality as described in [86]. Additionally, for
period 1, we apply a number of amplitude consistency tests
that exploit the coalignment of H1 and H2 [86]. These tests
allow us to apply cuts to reduce the background of false
alarms.

C. Ranking events

Finally, the pipeline ranks the coincidences and deter-
mines significance. For this purpose, a detection statistic is
designed to separate signal-like coincidences from noise-
like coincidences. Given the large number of parameters
that describe multidetector coincidences, we employ a
multivariate analysis using cuts on multiple parameters
to help in classifying coincidences as signals or false
alarms: i.e., a multivariate statistical classifier. The param-
eters provided to the classifier to aid in characterizing the
multidetector coincidences included single-detector SNRs

The template placement metric is derived using a sine
template in [88] whereas a cosine template is used to filter the
data. Optimally, the metric derivation should account for initial
phase dependence as derived in [89]. In the high Q limit, the sine
and cosine metrics coincide.
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and differences in time and template parameters between
detectors, recovered effective distances, composite SNR
statistics,” the three-dimensional metric distance between
triggers and the metric coefficients as well as data quality
information from the hierarchical veto method described in
[91]. Additional details of these parameters will be
described in a future paper.

To perform the multivariate analysis, we use a machine
learning algorithm known as a random forest of bagged
decision trees [92,93]. Similar techniques have been
implemented for detecting gravitational-wave bursts [94]
and cosmic strings [95]. The training of the classifier uses
two sets of data: a collection of coincidences associated
with simulated signals and a collection of accidental
coincidences that act as a proxy for the background.

The simulated signal set is generated by adding software-
generated gravitational waveforms to the data and running
a separate search. The simulated waveforms, described in
more detail in Sec. III D, included both full coalescence
IMBH merger signals and lone ringdown signals.

The set of accidental coincidences is generated using the
method of time-shifted data that takes advantage of the fact
that a real signal will produce triggers in each detector that
are coincident in time. The data streams of detectors are
shifted in time with respect to one another by intervals
longer than the light travel time between sites plus timing
uncertainties, then a search for coincidences is performed.
These time-shifted coincidences are then almost certainly
due to noise. For period 1, the L1 data stream was shifted
by multiples of five seconds relative to H1 and H2 for a
total of 100 time-shifted analyses; the H1 and H2 data
streams were not time-shifted relative to one another. For
Period 2, the L1 data stream was shifted by multiples of five
seconds and the V1 data stream was shifted by multiples of
10 seconds relative to H1 for a total of 100 time-shifted
analyses.

The classifier assigns a likelihood ranking statistic £ to
each coincidence. A high likelihood implies the coinci-
dence is signal-like; a low likelihood implies the coinci-
dence is noiselike. For each candidate, we need to be able to
assign a significance to its likelihood ranking. This is done
by mapping a false alarm rate (FAR) to a candidate’s rank in
order to assess its significance. We count the number of
false coincidences in the time-shifted searches, record their
likelihood values, and determine the analysis time 7', of all
the time-shift searches for a particular experiment time
(e.g., HILI coincidences in a HIL1V1 network, HIL1V1
coincidences in a HIL1V1 network, etc.). We perform this
calculation separately for each type of coincidence in each
of the different experiment times. Then, for each candidate
in each experiment, we determine the FAR at its likelihood
value £* with the expression

‘Some details of the composite SNR statistics used for
classification are given in [77].
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WO N (L= L)
T,

FAR = , (11)

where N, is the measured number of coincidences with
L > L£* in the kth shifted analysis. We performed a total of
100 time-shifted analyses. Finally, we can rank candidates
by their FARs across all types of experiment times into
a combined ranking, known as combined FAR, for a
single experiment time as described in detail in [96].
The combined FAR is the final detection statistic that
allows us to combine the candidate rankings from the
various experiment types into a single list of candidates
ordered from most significant to least significant.

D. Tuning and simulations

The analysis was tuned using the set of false alarm
coincidences obtained from time-shifted searches, a set of
simulated signals (“injections”) added to the detectors’ data
streams in a separate stage of data analysis, and a small
chunk of the actual search data, approximately 10%,
designated “playground”, that was later excluded from
the analysis to preserve blindness. The goal of tuning the
analysis is to maximize the sensitivity of the search while
minimizing the false alarm rate. For this, we injected a set
of ringdown-only waveforms with ¢ = 1% into the data set.
The waveforms were determined by Eq. (3), (4), and (5)
with sky location and source orientation sampled from an
isotropic distribution. Several sets of ringdown waveforms
were injected with a uniform distribution in f; and Q to
cover the parameter range of the ringdown template bank.
Also, in order to cover the broad mass and spin range
accessible to the ringdown search when signals have
€ = 1%, several sets of ringdown waveforms were injected
with a uniform distribution in M and a: 50 < M/ Mg <
900 and 0.0 < a <£0.99. Additionally, we also injected a
set of full coalescence waveforms with isotropically-
distributed sky location and source orientation parameters
into the data. These full coalescence waveforms included
the recently-implemented nonspinning EOBNRvV2
family [97] and the spinning PhenomB family [98]. The
EOBNRV2 injections were distributed uniformly in total
mass 50 < M /Mg <450 and in mass ratio 1 < ¢ < 10.
The PhenomB injections were given the same mass dis-
tribution and a uniform dimensionless spin parameter 0.0 <
ay, <0.85 where @, = cSl.z/Gmf2 for the spin angular
momentum S and the mass m of the two binary compo-
nents. For a discussion of the injection sets used in
computing rate upper limits, see Sec. V.

IV. SEARCH RESULTS

The search yielded no significant gravitational wave
candidates, as all events were consistent, within 1 sigma,
with the background from accidental coincidences.
Figure 2 shows the cumulative distributions of coincident
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FIG. 2 (color online). Cumulative distributions of coincident
events found as a function of inverse combined false alarm rate
after all vetoes up to the third level are applied. The figures
combines results from both triple and double coincident searches
over the total analysis time of period 1 and period 2. Grey
contours mark the 1o through 5o region of the expected back-
ground from accidental coincidences. No search candidates stand
out from the background.

events found as a function of inverse combined false alarm
rate after all vetoes up to the third level are applied. These
plots combine results from both triple and double coinci-
dent searches over the total analysis time of period 1 and
period 2.

The most significant event was found in triple coinci-
dence during period 1 in HI, H2, and L1. After the first
and second level vetoes were applied, it was found with
a combined FAR = 2.07 yr! and, after the third level
vetoes were additionally applied, with a combined
FAR = 0.45 yr~'. Thus we expect an accidental coinci-
dence to be found by the search with this significance ~
once per two years of analysis. Since the total analysis time
was 1.2 years, the event is consistent, within 1 sigma, with
the accidental coincidence rate. In both H1 and H2, a
trigger was found barely above threshold with matched
filter SNRs of 5.5 and 4.4, respectively. However, the
candidate was found as a very loud trigger in L1 with a
matched filter SNR of 48.9. Performing a coherent
Bayesian parameter estimation follow-up [99] on these
triggers, we found that a coherent analysis favored a
solution for the binary’s sky location and orientation that
yield a very strong signal in L1, but virtually no response in
H1 and H2 detectors. While it is theoretically possible that
very particular location and orientation parameters could
produce such a signal, an excursion from stationary,
Gaussian noise (a glitch) in L1 is more likely.

V. RATE LIMITS

In this section, we compute the 90% confidence upper
limits on IMBH coalescence rates and IMBH black hole
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ringdown rates. The former will allow us to make an
astrophysical statement as well as to compare the sensi-
tivity of the ringdown search to various other searches that
have made statements in this mass regime, including
[11,12,28,29].

We used a procedure similar to that discussed in [11,12]
for the upper limit calculation based on the loudest event
statistic [100,101]. In order to capture the variability of the
detector noise and sensitivity, we analyzed the data in
periods of ~ one to two months. In each of these analysis
times, we estimate the volume to which the ringdown
search is sensitive by injecting many simulated signals
into the data and performing an analysis to recover them.
In Sec. VB, we describe the distribution of EOBNRv2
waveforms used to model the source population of IMBH
binaries. Our sensitivity to these signals depends on total
mass, mass ratio, source distance, and sky location as well
as other parameters such as component spins. We explore
the changing sensitivity of the ringdown search to these
binaries over a range of total masses for both equal mass
and 4:1 mass ratio systems. Other distance and orientation
parameters are randomly sampled. Due to the significant
variation of the search sensitivity over the large mass and
mass ratio parameter space that we explore in Sec. V B, we
have chosen to include only systems with nonspinning
components in this study. In Sec. VC, we describe the
distribution of ringdown waveforms used to model the
population of perturbed black holes first explored in [27].

For each of these injection sets, we compute the sensitive
volume for a given mass range and mass ratio by integrat-
ing the efficiency of the search over distance

Ve = 4ﬂ/n(r)r2dr, (12)

where the efficiency #(r) is calculated as the number of
injections found with a lower combined FAR than the most
significant coincident event in each analysis time for the
search divided by the total number of injections made at a
given distance. As described in [11,12,100,101], we
estimate the likelihood parameter A of the loudest event
being a signal versus being caused by an accidental
coincidence for each type of coincident network time
and each mass and mass ratio bin. For each analysis
time (excluding playground time), effective volume from
Eq. (12), and estimated A, we marginalize over statistical
uncertainties given in Sec. VA and construct a margin-
alized likelihood as a function of the astrophysical rate in
units of mergers per Mpc® per year for our EOBNRv2
injection sets and in units of ringdowns per Mpc? per year
for our ringdown injections. In order to obtain a combined
posterior probability distribution for the rate over all the
analysis times, we multiply a prior on the rate by the
product of the marginalized likelihood functions to obtain a
posterior probability and integrate to 90% to obtain the
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90% confidence upper limit on the rates. For our combined
period 1 result, we assumed a uniform prior on the rate.
However, for the main period 2 result, we were able to use
the period 1 posteriors over coalescence or ringdown rate as
priors for the upper limit calculation.

A. Sources of uncertainty

We must account for several sources of random and
systematic error when computing rate upper limits.
Uncertainties on the sensitive volume as well as incomplete
knowledge of waveforms and source populations form the
largest contributors. As described in earlier search papers
[10-12], we marginalize over random uncertainty (i.e.
calibration and statistical Monte Carlo uncertainties) for
each analysis time. The 90% confidence upper limits based
on the marginalized posterior distributions are the main
results of this search.

The calibration of the data is a source of both random
and systematic error. Reference [102] reports uncertainties
on the magnitude of the response function for each detector
in period 1. We find an overall distance uncertainty of 8%.
Thus, the random uncertainty on the visible volume for
period 1 is approximately 8% cubed, or 24%. For period 2,
references [103] and [104] report uncertainty on h(z) for
LIGO and Virgo detectors. Additionally, an uncertainty on
the scaling of A(r) was reported in [103] and should be
treated as a systematic error similar to the systematic
waveform uncertainties discussed below that could over-
or under-bias the amplitude of a signal. However, the
uncertainty on the scaling of h(t) also has an associated
random error that we fold into the random uncertainty
calculation for period 2. We find an overall distance
uncertainty of 14% corresponding to a 42% uncertainty
on the visible volume for period 2. See [105] for a detailed
explanation of how the uncertainties were propagated.

In addition to the systematic error associated with the
overall scaling of %(t) that could lead to amplitude bias as
mentioned above, there is a larger source of systematic
error due to differences between the injected model wave-
forms and the true waveform. For EOBNRvV2 waveforms
below ~250 Mg, comparisons with numerical models
indicate that uncertainties in these waveforms result in <
10% systematic uncertainty in the SNR, corresponding to a
< 30% uncertainty in sensitive volume. For higher masses,
the systematic uncertainty in the SNR could be as high as
25%. Due to our incomplete knowledge of the true wave-
form and its changing uncertainty over the mass range we
have explored, no systematic errors associated with imper-
fect waveform modeling were applied to the rate upper
limits reported in this paper. Systematic errors were also not
applied to previous searches [11,12] using full coalescence
waveforms up to 100 M, and thus we can compare the
upper limits directly with those results. A previous weakly
modeled burst search [28] used waveform errors of ~15%.
Thus, in order to compare with these results, the upper
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limits reported here should be rescaled as described below.
Regarding ringdown waveforms, due to our lack of knowl-
edge about the population of black holes producing the
waveforms and the waveforms themselves, we again assign
no systematic error to rate upper limits computed with
ringdown waveforms.

In general, we can rescale our rate upper limits by any
systematic uncertainty by applying the scaling factor
(1 —06)7 where o is the systematic uncertainty. Thus,
we can apply a conservative systematic uncertainty of 15%
by rescaling our rate upper limit upward by a factor of 1.63.

The statistical error originating from the finite number of
Monte Carlo injections that we have performed is the final
source of error for which we must account. These errors on
the efficiency at a given distance are found to range
between 1.7% and 6.2% and were marginalized over using
the method described in [100,101].

B. Rate limits from full coalescence injections

In order to evaluate the sensitivity of the ringdown search
to waveforms from binary IMBH coalescing systems with
nonspinning components, we used a set of injections from
the EOBNRvV2 waveform family described in Sec. III D.
Due to the variation in ringdown search sensitivity over
different mass ratios, we chose to compute IMBH coa-
lescence rate upper limits separately for ¢ = 1 and g = 4.
The injection sets were distributed uniformly over a total
binary mass range from 50 < M /Mg <450 and upper
limits were computed in mass bins of width 50 M. The
final black hole spins of these injections can be determined
from the mass ratios and zero initial component spins [106].
For ¢g=1, we find a=0.69, and for g =4, we
find a = 0.47.

The average sensitive distances of the ringdown search to
IMBH binaries described by EOBNRv2 signal waveforms
for both ¢ = 1 and g = 4 are shown in Fig. 3 for period 1
and period 2. The most sensitive mass bin in both cases is
100 < M/My <150 corresponding roughly to 110 <
fo/Hz <170 near the peak sensitivity of the LIGO
detectors. For g = 1, the average sensitive distance of
the 100 < M/Mg < 150 mass bin was 240 Mpc. For
q =4, the average sensitive distance for this mass bin
decreases by more than a factor of two to 110 Mpc. As
discussed in Sec. I B, the reduced ringdown efficiency for
q = 4 binary systems leads to lower amplitude waveforms
and hence, to lower average sensitive distances.
Additionally, the lower final black hole spin for ¢ =4
binary systems acts to decrease the average sensitive
distance relative to ¢ = 1 binary systems for which the
final spin is larger. The sensitive distance of higher mass
bins drops off significantly due to the steeply rising seismic
noise in the detector at low frequencies. This affect is
accentuated for g = 4 systems relative to ¢ = 1 systems at
a fixed mass because a smaller final spin leads to a lower
frequency ringdown. The sensitive distance of mass bin
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FIG. 3 (color online). Average sensitive distances of the ring-
down search to binary systems described by EOBNRV2 signal
waveforms over a range of total binary masses for period 1 [¢ = 1
(vellow), g =4 (green)] and period 2 [qg =1 (cyan), g =4
(blue)]. These distances are equivalent to appropriate averages
over each of the detector networks shown for period 1 and period
2 in Table I, weighted by the percentage of time analyzed for each
network. Thus, while in general the HIL1V1 and HIL1 networks
during period 2 were more sensitive than the HIH2L1 and HIL1
networks during period 1, the consistently smaller average
sensitive distances for period 2 reflect the large duty cycle of
its least sensitive detector networks compared to period 1.

400 < M /Mg <450 is over an order of magnitude less
than the sensitive distance of our most sensitive mass bins
for both ¢ = 1 and g = 4 cases.

Figure 4 shows the 90% confidence upper limits on
nonspinning IMBH coalescence rates for a number of mass
bins. We find an upper limit of 0.069 x 10~ Mpc=3 yr~!
on the coalescence rate of equal mass IMBH binaries with
nonspinning components and total masses 100 < M/
Mg < 150. From the discussion of astrophysical rates of
IMBH mergers in Sec. [ A, we see that this rate upper limit
is still several orders of magnitude away from constraining
the astrophysical rate from GCs.

Previous searches for weakly-modeled burst signals
found no plausible events [28,29]. The most recent search
reports a rate upper limit for nonspinning IMBH coales-
cences of 0.12 x 107 Mpc—3 yr~! at the 90% confidence
level for the mass bin centered on m; = m, = 88 Mg, [29].
A direct comparison of our ¢ = 1 upper limits shown in
Fig. 4 to this burst search result should be made with care
due to the following differences between the two analyses:
statistical approaches leading to different search thresholds,
treatment of uncertainties, analyzed detector networks, and
mass and distance binnings. Additionally, while the ring-
down search employed the Bayesian formulation [100,101]
for calculating the rate upper limit, the burst search used a
frequentist method. Nevertheless, although the impact of
the reported differences is hard to quantify, the upper limits
determined by the two analyses can be considered
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FIG. 4 (color online). Upper limits (90% confidence) on IMBH
coalescence rate in units of Mpc=> yr~! as a function of total
binary masses, evaluated using EOBNRv2 waveforms with g =
1 (slate grey) and g =4 (grey). In both cases, upper limits
computed using period 2 with period 1 as a prior are shown in a
darker shade. Overlaid in a lighter shade are upper limits
computed using only period 1 data with a uniform prior on rate.

consistent with each other. A more robust comparison of
the sensitivity of the burst searches and an earlier version of
the ringdown search without a multivariate classifier will be
presented in a future paper [107].

Additionally, we can make a comparison with the upper
limits reported from the matched filter search for gravita-
tional waves from the inspiral, merger, and ringdown of
nonspinning binary black holes with total masses 25 <
M /Mg < 100 [12]. This search considered similar uncer-
tainties and similar analyzed networks to those used by the
ringdown search so a result comparison is fairly straight-
forward. From Table I of [12], we find that for systems
with g = 1, the rate upper limits for masses 46 M to
100 My, vary in the range 0.33 x 107 Mpc3yr~! to
0.070 x 107® Mpc— yr~'. From Fig. 4, we find a rate
upper limit for mass bin 50 < M/Mg < 100 of 0.16x
107% Mpc—3yr~!, a value consistent with the BBH rate
upper limit range for these masses and mass ratio.

Note that we can rescale our rate upper limits by a 15%
systematic uncertainty by applying the scaling factor of
1.63 as described in Sec. V A. From Fig. 4, we find a rescaled
rate upper limit of 0.11 x 107% Mpc— yr~! for mass bin
100 < M/Mg, < 150 and 0.15 x 1076 Mpc=3 yr~! for mass
bin 150 < M /M, < 200.

C. Rate limits from ringdown injections

In order to compare with [27], we determined a 90%
confidence upper limit of 4 x 1078 Mpc™3 yr~! on rates of
pure ringdowns from perturbed black holes with uniformly
distributed masses 85 < M /Mg < 146, uniformly distrib-
uted spins 0 < a < 0.99, and a fixed ringdown efficiency of
€ = 1%. We expect ringdown signals from IMBH mergers
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to emit near this efficiency in the (£ = m = 2) fundamental
mode if the mass ratio is near unity. However, for other
sources of perturbed black holes, such as a hypermassive
star collapse directly to a perturbed IMBH, we expect
€ < 1%. Thus, the rate upper limit reported in this section
will not be applicable to such sources.

Reference [27] placed a 90% confidence upper limit on
the rate of ringdowns from black holes with frequencies
distributed uniformly in log;y(f,) in the range 70 <
fo/Hz <140 and uniformly in quality factor 2 < Q <
20 of 3.2 x 107> Mpc > yr~!. Thus, a rough comparison
indicates an improvement of nearly three orders of magni-
tude. A significant portion of this improvement results from
a huge increase in the analysis time. Due to the high false
alarm rate in double coincident analysis time, an upper limit
was set in [27] using only triple coincident time, a total of
0.0375 years. We analyzed both triple and double coinci-
dent time in both period 1 and period 2, a total of 1.2 years.
Such an increase in analysis time results in a factor of ~ 32
improvement in the upper limit. Additionally, a significant
improvement in detector sensitivity due to detector
upgrades between science runs contributed to a better
upper limit. Furthermore, since only triple coincident time
was analyzed in [27], the sensitivity was limited by the least
sensitive detector, H2, which was shown to have a horizon
distance of ~ 130 Mpc at 250 M as shown in Fig. 2 in
[27]. However, since we analyzed both triple and double
coincident triggers, the limiting detector was typically the
L1 detector. We can compare the H2 horizon distance in
Fig. 21in [27] to the L1 horizon distance in Fig. 1 at 250 M
to see that the horizon distance of the limiting detector
improved by a factor of ~3 for a = 0.9. Since the upper
limit scales with volume, a factor of ~3 in distance results
in a factor of ~27 in the upper limit. However, we expect
this factor of improvement to decrease for the lower masses
on which the ringdown upper limit was set.

Thus, from the improvements both in analysis time and
detector sensitivity, we find already roughly three orders of
magnitude improvement. However, several caveats would
apply to a direct comparison: different injection distributions
in (M, a)-space, the improvements from pipeline enhance-
ments such as the implementation of a machine-learning
algorithm, differences in the fitting functions for final black
hole mass and spin defined in Eq. (7) and (8), differences in
the method used in the volume integral in Eq. (12), and
differences in marginalization over errors. A careful study of
the improvement due to the use of a machine-learning
algorithm will be presented in a future paper.

VI. SUMMARY

This paper presents the results of the search for ringdown
gravitational waves in data collected by LIGO and Virgo
between 2005 and 2010. No significant gravitational wave
candidate was identified. We place upper limits on the
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merger rates of nonspinning IMBH binaries as well as on
the rates of ringdowns from perturbed black holes.

We conducted a detailed study of the pipeline’s sensi-
tivity to full coalescence IMBH merger signals using
nonspinning EOBNRv2 waveforms. For simplicity, we
focused our studies on only two mass ratios: ¢ = 1 and
q = 4. The average sensitive distances in our most sensitive
total mass bin, 100 < M /M, < 150, indicate that the
ringdown search is sensitive to an equal mass system at
twice the distance of a 4:1 mass ratio system. The most
efficiently detected mass bin gives an upper limit on the rate
of nonspinning, equal mass IMBH mergers with total
masses 100 < M /Mg < 150 of 6.9 x 1078 Mpc =3 yr™!.
This does not account for any uncertainty in the waveform,
which could be as high as 10% for the mass bin. Our upper
limits for ringdown waveforms from perturbed IMBHs
with masses 85 < M/My < 146 and spins 0 < a < 0.99
show an improvement of nearly three orders of magnitude
over the previous result reported [27], which we can
attribute to improved detector sensitivity, increased live-
time, and pipeline enhancements.

While our rate upper limits are still two to three orders of
magnitude away from constraining the astrophysical IMBH
merger rate from globular clusters, we note that we will
soon approach this optimistic rate with the improved
sensitivity of Advanced LIGO and Virgo detectors
expected to begin operation in 2015. With the improved
low frequency performance of the advanced detectors, we
will have sensitivity to gravitational waves from perturbed
intermediate mass black holes with masses up to ~1000 to
2000 M. At peak sensitivity, the Advanced LIGO ring-
down horizon distance for black holes with € = 1% will
approach cosmological distances.
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APPENDIX A: RINGDOWN AMPLITUDE

The amount of energy dE carried by gravitational
radiation crossing an area dA orthogonal to its propagation
direction in a time dt is given by the energy flux equation,

dE 3

Bt ) )
dAdr 162G (hy + hx),

(A)
where A, and h, are given by the generalized forms of
Eq. (4) and (5) for an arbitrary location on a two-sphere
with m =2 and time of arrival #;, set to zero. Taking

the time derivative and squaring the plus and cross
polarizations, we find
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Integrating this flux over a sphere with area element
dA = r’d(cos1)d¢, we find that the trigonometric func-
tions simplify greatly, leaving only the exponential time
dependence over which to integrate
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Finally, we note that the energy radiated as gravitational
waves during the ringdown phase is E = eMc?, where € is
the ringdown efficiency discussed in Sec. I B. Thus, the
amplitude can be found by solving Eq. (A4) for A,

_ [¢GM 1) LN
A=\ <1+4Q2> 012 (A5)

APPENDIX B: RINGDOWN HORIZON DISTANCE

The ringdown horizon distance, similar to the inspiral
horizon distance, is a useful measure of the sensitivity of
the detectors to ringdown gravitational waves from a
particular type of black hole. It is equal to the distance
at which an optimally oriented and located IMBH merger
would produce an SNR of 8 in the detector. The horizon
distance is derived from the representative strain noise
power spectral density of a detector and the /,, or root sum
squared of the strain, for a signal with optimal orientation at
1 Mpc. The definition of A, comes from the need to
measure the amplitude of a gravitational wave without
reference to a particular detector. In general, it is

oo
W= [T rmE @y
where h, and h, are given in Eqgs. (4) and (5) for the
single-mode (Z,m,n) = (2,2,0) ringdown waveform.
Here, under the assumption of optimal orientation, we
set 1 = 0. We find that the A, takes the form

(A
4 =4(2) ()

where A is derived in Eq. (A5). If h(f) represents the
Fourier transform of the expected signal, then the average
SNR this signal would attain in a detector with spectral
density S,(f) is given by

[ elior

Typically, the horizon distance is found by setting (p) = 8 and
solving for the distance r which parametrizes the waveform #.
We can use the fact that the single-mode ringdown signal is
quasimonochromatic and S, (f) assumes approximately one
value for each f so it can be treated as a constant:

(B2)

(B3)

4 © .
=/ h df. B4
) \/Sn(fo)/) HpPar. @
Using Parseval’s theorem, we can write Eq. (B4) as
) = |—2 / " B2(1)a. (BS)
Si’l (f()) —00
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Also, since optimally oriented and located sources imply
maximization over all the angles 6, ¢, and y in F, and F,
then F, =1 and F, = 0. This then gives us the result that
h(t) = h, (t) (whichis defined for# > 0), so Eq. (B5) becomes

2 e 2 1420
v ‘¢ S, o \/Sn<fo>hf“1+4Q2

B 2, 1 Mpc\ 21 +20?
¢m’“m“ e (57) T

(B6)
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where hZ,(1 Mpc) is Eq. (B2) evaluated at a distance of
1 Mpc. Then, we simply solve Eq. (B6) for the horizon
distance,

1 Mpc 2, 1+20?
— PO 2 (] Mpe) 2 B7
=) \/ 5,0 M) g o BT

We then set (p) = 8 to define the ringdown horizon distance
used in Fig. 1.
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