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ABSTRACT: Gravitational Waves (GWs) have been detected in the ~100Hz and nHz
bands, but most of the gravitational spectrum remains unobserved. A variety of detector
concepts have been proposed to expand the range of observable frequencies. In this work,
we study the capability of GW detectors in the “mid-band”, the ~30mHz — 10 Hz range
between LISA and LIGO, to measure the signals from and constrain the properties of
~1 — 100 My compact binaries. We focus on atom-interferometer-based detectors. We
describe a Fisher matrix code, AIMforGW, which we created to evaluate their capabilities,
and present numerical results for two benchmarks: terrestrial km-scale detectors, and
satellite-borne detectors in medium Earth orbit. Mid-band GW detectors are particularly
well-suited to pinpointing the location of GW sources on the sky. We demonstrate that a
satellite-borne detector could achieve sub-degree sky localization for any detectable source
with chirp mass M. < 50 M. We also compare different detector configurations, including
different locations of terrestrial detectors and various choices of the orbit of a satellite-borne
detector. As we show, a network of only two terrestrial single-baseline detectors or one
single-baseline satellite-borne detector would each provide close-to-uniform sky-coverage,
with signal-to-noise ratios varying by less than a factor of two across the entire sky. We
hope that this work contributes to the efforts of the GW community to assess the merits
of different detector proposals.
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1 Introduction

In the years since the first direct discovery of a gravitational wave (GW) signal [1], ob-
servations in the 20Hz — few kHz regime have become almost routine, with more than
90 signals from mergers of black holes and neutron stars observed to date [2-5]. In the
nHz regime, Pulsar Timing arrays are observing growing evidence of a stochastic GW
signal [6-13]. In the next decades, various collaborations aim to extend the frequency cov-
erage of GW detectors from nHz to kHz and above, with the greatest sensitivity possible,
similarly to what has been achieved in the electromagnetic spectrum, where observato-
ries operate from the 10 MHz range up to gamma-ray detectors that have observed PeV
photons. Achieving a broad GW frequency coverage will require a variety of different de-
tector techniques: proposals include astrometry [14-22], ranging between asteroids [23],
studying orbital perturbations of astrophysical binaries [24, 25|, future atomic [26-34] or
laser [35-43| interferometers on Earth or in space, atomic clocks in space [44, 45], lunar



GW detectors [46-51], and various types of terrestrial detectors with coverage at higher
(MHz — GHz) frequencies; see, e.g., Ref. [52] for a recent review.

In this work, we focus on the frequency band between the mHz range targeted by the
future space-based LISA laser interferometer mission and the kHz band where terrestrial
laser interferometers such as the LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA (LVK) network operate; we will
refer to this fogw ~ 30mHz — 10 Hz frequency range as the “mid-band”. We study the
ability of mid-band GW detectors to observe the signal from and reconstruct the parameters
of compact binaries such as binary black hole, binary neutron star, or black hole-neutron
star systems. This detailed study of GW detectors in the mid-band serves as a starting
point for studies of the physics case of such detectors, e.g., to perform population studies
of compact binary coalescences or for measuring the expansion history of our Universe
via various types of “standard siren” approaches [53-56] (see also Refs. [57-61] for related
work).

At the same time, this study allows us to explore trade-offs in design choices of future
mid-band GW detectors, such as the number and location of multiple terrestrial detec-
tors that could be operated as a network (similar to LVK), or between different orbits of
space-based detectors. Understanding the relative advantages of these options is critical
before mid-band GW detectors can be constructed, but has received little attention in the
literature to-date.

While the ability to measure the signals from and constrain the properties of GW
sources has been explored extensively in the mHz as well as in the kHz bands (see, for
example, Refs. [62-89]), the mid-band has received much less attention [57-61, 90-99].
We consider signals from systems similar to those observed by LVK: compact binaries
with (component) masses ranging from that of neutron stars, ~ 1 Mg, to ~ 100 M. A
GW detector in the mid-band would observe the inspiral signal from such a binary, and
the lifetime of the GW signals from such compact binaries in the mid-band ranges from
months to ~ 200 years. The long lifetime of signals lends GW detectors in the mid-band a
unique capability for localizing the GW sources on the sky [57].

Fundamentally, there are two methods to infer a GW source’s sky-position: First,
by measuring the GW signal with high signal-to-noise-ratio along several different spatial
directions, the sky position can be inferred directly from the details of the GW signal. This
method is not effective for most of the GW sources any detector will observe, however, as
it requires extremely large signal-to-noise ratio signals for good localization.

Second, the sky-position can be inferred by effectively aperture-synthesizing a GW
“telescope”. This can be achieved by measuring the difference in arrival time of the signal
between multiple detectors, or by measuring the signal in a single detector while that
detector moves (in an accelerated way, or else it is merely a contribution to redshift) relative
to the source. Both methods of aperture-synthesis yield an angular resolution given by the
familiar diffraction limit, i.e., the ratio of the (GW) wavelength to the effective aperture
of the “telescope,” combined with the Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR). For a network of GW
detectors localizing GW sources via the difference of signal-arrival time between detectors,
the effective aperture is approximately the distance between the detectors. Thus, for a
network of terrestrial detectors in the kHz regime such as LVK, the effective aperture is



comparable to Earth’s diameter. The corresponding angular resolution is, for SNRs of
order a few, tens of degrees. At frequencies below ~1Hz, however, GW signals from
~1 — 100 Mg compact binaries can be measured over months-to-years timescales. For a
single detector moving on an (accelerated) trajectory while the GW signal is observed,
the effective aperture is given by the size of that trajectory. Terrestrial or space-based
detectors! complete a significant fraction of their (accelerated) paths around the Sun over
these timescales, leading to an effective aperture size of order AU. In the mHz band,
where LISA will operate, the corresponding GW wavelengths are so large that one again
finds angular resolutions of tens of degrees for SNRs of a few. In the mid-band, however,
signals are still sufficiently long-lived to allow a single detector to achieve order AU effective
apertures, but the wavelength is much shorter than in the mHz band. Thus, GW detectors
in the mid-band offer a unique possibility to localize all visible ~1 — 100 My GW sources
with sub-degree precision.

The qualitative arguments for unique science opportunities in the GW mid-band have
been made before [100], with first numerical results also shown in, for example, Ref. [57] by
one of us. Here, we present a detailed study of the ability of GW detectors in the mid-band
to infer the properties of ~1 — 100 Ms; GW sources. Of course, detectors in the mid-band
could also observe GW signals from sources that do not reach the LVK band above ~ 10 Hz,
including white dwarf binaries and black hole binaries with masses = 100 M. For these
sources, the merger event itself could be observed in the mid-band. We leave considerations
of such signals for future work.

While our numerical results are derived using sensitivity curves from proposed “MAGIS”
detectors, our results are not specific to these detector concepts but readily carry over to
any other atom-interferometry based GW detector (e.g. AEDGE [32, 101], AION [33],
MIGA [28], SAGE [31], VLBAI [102], or ZAIGA [30]) with quantitative adjustments cor-
responding to changes in the sensitivity curves. We expect many of our results to carry
over to other detector techniques in the mid-band, e.g. laser-interferometer proposals such
as DECIGO [43], although beyond the changes stemming from different sensitivity curves
there are additional differences to atom interferometers from, e.g., DECIGO envisaging
Michelson-type interferometers rather than a single-baseline detectors, and heliocentric or-
bits lacking the fast (i.e., hour-timescale) detector reorientation timescale common to the
proposed terrestrial or medium Earth orbit atom-interferometer detectors.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we briefly review the
GW sources, signals, and detectors in the mid-band. Section 3 presents the Fisher Matrix
framework we use in this work to explore the capabilities of future atom-interferometer GW
detectors to measure the GW signal from and reconstruct the parameters of compact binary
coalescences. In Sec. 4, we present numerical results for the ability of atom-interferometer
GW detectors in the mid-band to measure the signals from and constrain the properties of
compact binaries in the ~ 1 — 100 Mg mass range. We focus on three particular quantities:
the signal-to-noise ratio, the ability to measure the luminosity distance of the GW source,

In geocentric orbit or in a ~ 1 AU-radius heliocentric orbit, as proposed for virtually all GW detector
concepts using man-made test masses.



and the ability to measure the sky-localization of the GW source. We present results
for these quantities in two planes: chirp mass vs luminosity distance (Sec. 4.1), and sky-
maps spanned by the right ascension and declination of the GW source (Sec. 4.2). Our
results demonstrate the unique potential of GW detectors in the mid-band to localize
essentially all visible GW sources in the sky with sub-degree precision. In Sec. 4.3 we
present additional results demonstrating the early-warning ability of GW detectors in the
mid-band to predict the sky-location and the merger time hours to days before the merger,
enabling electromagnetic telescopes to train their sights on the merger event. We reserve
Sec. 5 for our conclusions.

Appendix A presents a more detailed review of the GW signal from coalescing compact
binaries. We then discuss atom-interferometer GW detectors in more detail in App. B.
Additional numerical results, and a discussion thereof, are collected in Appendix C.

We make the numerical code used to produce the numerical results in this work,
AIMforGW, publicly available here?: [@. This is, to our knowledge, the first publicly-
available code designed to perform Fisher matrix forecasting in the mid-band, and has
been optimized with this frequency band in mind. Moreover, unlike at least some of Fisher
forecast codes previously used in the mid-band [57-59, 61], AIMforGW calculates the detec-
tor strain signal in the time-domain, allowing us to avoid simplifying assumptions about
how to include effects from (changing) Doppler shifts and time-delays of the GW signal
due to detector motion.

2 Gravitational Waves and Detectors in the Mid-band

In this section, we provide a brief introduction to the sources, signals, and detectors relevant
to the detection of gravitational waves in the mid-band. For more detailed discussions of
these topics, see Appendix A (for a discussion of sources and signals) and Appendix B (for
a discussion of atom interferometer-based detectors), as well as the references therein.

We begin by summarizing some key properties of the gravitational wave signals seen
by detectors in the mid-band. In this work, we focus on signals produced by the inspiral
phases of their source binaries, such that they are well described by the leading terms
of the post-Newtonian expansion of General Relativity; this restricts us to source chirp
masses M. < 300 Mg, for our space-based atom-interferometer GW detector benchmark
and M, < 50 Mg, for our terrestrial detector benchmark. Our numerical computations
employ 3.5/3.0 PN order (frequency evolution/amplitude correction) waveforms; see, for
example, Refs. [103—107] for the corresponding expressions. This section, however, will
present only leading-order expressions, which are almost always sufficient for a qualitative
understanding of our results. Note that we neglect the possibility of non-zero spins of
binary components and non-zero orbital eccentricity in this work, although we hope to
return to these in future work. Subject to these assumptions, the signals we consider are
fully described by the nine parameters in Table 1.

“https://github.com/sbaum90/AIMf orGW
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Parameter Benchmark value

Chirp Mass: M, = (mamg)3/5 -

¢ (mitmao)l/s

Mass ratio: ¢ = mq/mo 1.15

Luminosity distance: dj, —

Binary phase at t,0t:  Pg 0
Time of merger: ¢, solar equinox
Inclination angle: ¢ 45°
Polarization angle: 60°
Right ascension: « 60°
Declination: 4§ 6.6° (30° above ecliptic)

Table 1. The nine parameters used to describe GW sources in this work. The benchmark values
listed are the values used for the numerical results presented in this work unless a different value is
specified explicitly. Note that &g = ®(¢,e) is the phase of the GW signal at a reference time, see
text below Eq. (2.3).

The time evolution of a GW’s frequency is given by (see, for example, Refs. [55, 63, 64])

Yow _ Bsis paifs s (2.1)
dt 5
where 3/5
M, = (mams) (2.2)

(mq + mo)l/5
is the chirp mass for source binaries with component masses m2. Note that we use
detector-frame masses throughout this work, unless noted otherwise.

The GW’s amplitudes for the + and x polarizations (precisely defined in Appendix
A), meanwhile, are given by

5/3 2/ / R
hy(t) = 2M. WQ;fGW(t)Q i {1 + (L . ﬁ)z] cos D(t)
L
(2.3)
5/3, 2/ /3,
() = M 7r2d3’fcw(t)2 ’ (Ln) Snd(t) |
L

where ®(t) = fttref dt’ 27 faw (t') + @ is the GW phase with @y = ®(tef) the phase at some
reference time t..r, 1 is the sky position of the source, and L is the angular momentum
of the binary. We use heliocentric equatorial coordinates in this work, such that this sky
position is described by a luminosity distance dy, a right ascension «, and a declination §.
We will usually prefer to work in terms of an angle ¢, defined by cos: = L - n, with ¢ the
(usually uninteresting) second angle specifying L.

The resulting GW strains of several example sources are plotted (in the frequency
domain rather than the time domain, for visual clarity) in Fig. 1. One additional subtlety
is reflected in this figure however: finite observation time. Fig. 1, like almost all of the
discussion in this work, considers signals observed for no more than one year before their
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Figure 1. Projected strain sensitivity to GW signals for the two atom-interferometer detector
benchmarks considered in this work: a terrestrial detector with atom sources separated by 1km
(“MAGIS-1km”, adapted from Ref. [34]) and a satellite-based detector in medium Earth orbit
(“MAGIS-space”, adapted from Ref. [29]). For comparison, we also show the projected sensitivity
curves for two laser-interferometers: the future satellite-based LISA detector [108], and the ter-
restrial aLIGO detector [109]. The gray lines show the signal strength [defined as 2|h(f)|v/F, see
Eq. (3.3)] for the five benchmark choices of the chirp mass used throughout this work; we set the
luminosity distance of all five sources to 100 Mpc (note that we will later use different distances for
our benchmark sources). The turnover in the slope of the signals strengths comes from us restrict-
ing the maximal observation time of the GW signal to 1yr; i.e., the position of the peak in signal

strength marks the GW frequency one year before merger. We terminate the line of each signal

at fE* = 2ugco = ﬁ%, where M = M, [(1 + q2) /q]2 and we use our benchmark value of

q = 1.15; this is a rough estimate of the merger frequency as discussed in Sec. A.

merger. This reduces the observed strain at low frequencies, which occurs primarily more
than one year before the merger, leading to the turnovers visible in Fig. 1.

We now turn to summarizing some key features of the detectors considered in this
work. For concreteness, we focus on atom-interferometer based GW detectors, although
our results will qualitatively apply to any other detector technology in the mid-band. In a
nut-shell, the idea of atom interferometers as GW detectors is to use two (or) more atom
interferometers at different points in space to measure changes to the light-travel time of
common laser pulses driving both interferometers [26]. Conceptually, this idea is similar to
using two atomic clocks to measure the light-travel time of laser pulses between the clocks
as a means to measure their distance. Using atom interferometers driven by common laser
pulses, rather than directly measuring light travel times between atomic (lattice) clocks,
helps to suppress several sources of noise; see Appendix B.

We will focus on two proposed detector benchmarks: first, we consider terrestrial verti-
cal km-scale atom-interferometer GW detectors. Such detectors would be most sensitive in
the frequency range of ~ 1 —10Hz, with the sensitivity at frequencies below ~ 1 Hz limited



by the effects of Newtonian Gravity Gradient noise. Note that since atom-interferometers
use inherently free-floating atom clouds as test masses, they are not sensitive to vibrational
noise from Earth’s seismic activities or from human activity, which limits the sensitivity
of terrestrial laser-interferometers such as LVK below ~ 10 Hz. We will pay particular at-
tention to how well a network of multiple km-scale atom-interferometer based detectors
on Earth could constrain the parameters of binary mergers compared to a single detector,
and what the effect of possible locations of such detectors on Earth would have on the pa-
rameter reconstruction capabilities. For our numerical results, we will assume a sensitivity
curve adapted from Ref. [34]; see the line labeled “MAGIS-1km” in Fig. 1.

Second, we will consider a space-based atom interferometer detector comprised of two
satellites in medium Earth orbit. Space-based detectors are not subject to significant New-
tonian Gravity Gradient noise sourced by seismic waves, which limits the sensitivity of
terrestrial detectors below ~ 1Hz. Instead, the lowest frequencies a space-based atom-
interferometer GW detector will be sensitive to are controlled by the technically achievable
free-fall time of the atom clouds. It appears achievable to have free-fall times on the order
of tens of seconds or longer [26, 27, 110, 111], allowing a space-based detector to maintain
its best strain sensitivity down to frequencies in the tens-of-mHz regime. Furthermore, a
detector in space allows for much larger separation between the individual atom interfer-
ometers than terrestrial detectors which are limited by the length of (vertical) shafts on
Earth. Since atom-interferometers (like most GW detectors) fundamentally measure the
position or acceleration of test masses, the sensitivity to the GW strain, i.e. the fractional
change in the distance between the test masses, improves with larger test-mass separation®.
For our numerical results, we will employ a sensitivity curve adapted from Ref. [29]; see
the line labeled “MAGIS-space” in Fig. 1.

Finally, let us comment on the physical locations we assume for the detectors, con-
trolling their antenna functions discussed in App. B.2. For the terrestrial “MAGIS-1km”
benchmark, we consider five possible locations: the Homestake Mine in South Dakota,
USA; Vale’s Creighton Mine in Sudbury, Ontario, Canada; the Renstrom mine near Boli-
den, Sweden; the TauTona Mine in Carletonville, South Africa; and Zaoshan Mountain,
China, the proposed site of ZAIGA [30]. In all cases, we will assume that the detectors are
oriented vertically, i.e., £ in Eq. (B.1) points outwards seen from Earth’s center. While we
will study the sensitivity for different combinations of such detectors, many of our results
will assume that detectors with the “MAGIS-1km” benchmark sensitivity are operated at
each of these five locations. We will refer to this network as “5 x (MAGIS-1km)”.

For the “MAGIS-space” detector benchmark, we will assume that two atom-interfer-
ometers are operated on satellites in medium Earth orbit with a radius of 2 x 10% km,
corresponding to an orbital period of 7.8 h. We assume that the satellites are trailing each
other in the same orbit, 130° apart, leading to a separation of the atom-interferometers of
~3.6 x 10 km. We will focus on three choices for the orbits: in the plane of the ecliptic,

3This holds as long as one remains in a regime where the error in the position/acceleration measurement
does not increase linearly with the distance between the test masses. It would not hold, for example, in a
laser interferometer if the separation between the test masses surpassed the Rayleigh length of a laser used
for the distance measurement.



Chirp Mass “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” “MAGIS-space”
M, lifetime ‘ dr(p ~5) lifetime ‘ dr(p ~5)
1.1 M, 40 days 30 Mpc 200 yr 100 Mpc
5 Mg 3 days 100 Mpc 16yr 500 Mpc (z ~ 0.1)
25 Mg, 5h 400 Mpc (z ~ 0.1) lyr 3Gpc (z ~ 0.5)
60 M, 1h 600 Mpc (z ~ 0.1) 3 months 5Gpc (z ~ 1)
250 M, 7 min — 8 days 20Gpc (2 ~ 2)

Table 2. Lifetime in frequency band and largest luminosity distance to which GW signals from
sources with different benchmark values of the chirp mass could be observed. For the “MAGIS-
1km” benchmark, the “lifetime” is the time it takes the GW signal to evolve from fgw = 0.5 Hz
to faw = 10Hz, while for the “MAGIS-space” detector benchmark, “lifetime” refers to the time
to evolve from fow = 30mHz to 3Hz. The largest luminosity distance, dy,(p = 5), is the distance
at which a signal with all other parameters fixed to the benchmark values in Tab. 1 is observable
with a signal-to-noise ratio of p = 5 assuming the sensitivity curves shown in Fig. 1, where for the
“5 x (MAGIS-1km)” benchmark we assume a network of five terrestrial detectors. Note that for
the “MAGIS-1km” benchmark, we do not quote a dr(p ~ 5) value for the M, = 250 M source:
such a binary would merge within the sensitivity band, hence, estimating the signal-to-noise ratio
of the signal would require going beyond the inspiral GW waveforms we use in this work.

45° inclined relative to the ecliptic plane, and 90° inclined relative to the ecliptic plane.

With these two benchmarks in mind, Tab. 2 illustrates the characteristic lifetimes
(within the observable frequency band) of several example source masses for each bench-
mark. It also shows approximate luminosity distances for each source to reach an SNR
of p =5 (see Eq. (3.4)). More generally, Fig. 2 illustrates the SNR observed by each of
the two benchmarks as a function of both chirp mass and luminosity distance, keeping the
other source parameters set to the default values in Table 1.

3 Parameter Reconstruction Method

In Sec. 3.1, we summarize the Fisher-matrix approach to parameter estimation forecasts
we use here; for a more complete discussion of this formalism, see, for example, Refs. [62,
63, 112]. In Sec. 3.2, we discuss the technical implementation of this formalism in the
numerical code we use to derive the results shown in this work, including some of the
subtleties that arise when considering GW signals in the mid-band.

3.1 Fisher Matrix Forecast

Let the time-stream strain signal seen by the detector be
s(t) = h(t,A) +n(t), (3.1)

where h(t, A) is the signal arising from a GW source parameterized by a set of parameters A
(see Tab. 1) and n(t) is the noise present in the detector. We will denote frequency-domain
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Figure 2. Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in the plane of the (detector frame) chirp mass and
luminosity distance of the GW source, all other parameters are set to the benchmark values given
in Tab. 1. The dotted (dashed) red lines are p = 5 (p = 25) contours of SNR. The right y-axes show
the corresponding cosmological redshift, z, assuming a reference cosmology with a Hubble constant
of Hy = 67.4km/Mpc/s and a matter density of €, = 0.315. The solid black lines show lines of
constant source-frame chirp-masses corresponding to the detector-frame chirp-masses shown on the
z-axis. Left: Results for a single “MAGIS-space” detector in an ecliptic orbit. Right: Results for
a network of five terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, located at Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrom,
Tautona, and Zaoshan; see App. B. Note that the range of d shown on the vertical axes differs
between the two panels.

equivalents of time-domain functions with a tilde:
h(f) = / dt 2™ Ih(t) . (3.2)
—0o0
It is useful to characterize the detector’s noise by its one-sided power spectral density
(PSD), Si(f). Then, one can define the (noise-weighted) scalar product between two
signals r and s,

o [ (s o r(f)s(f)
<r,s>=2/_oodfT(f)—4Re [/0 g } . (3.3)

The latter expression holds for real-valued (time-domain) signals, e.g., strain signals.
The squared signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of a signal h is

p® = (h,h) . (3.4)

Let us stress than throughout this work, we call p = /(h, h) the SNR of a signal, not p?.
The Fisher information matrix for a signal h(¢,A) is obtained by taking the scalar
products between derivatives of the signal with respect to the parameters A,

_ /Oh ok



For a signal with true parameters A, the probability for the parameters being reconstructed
to A 4+ A\ in a particular measurement is, in the limit of large SNR, given by

—3 LD ANAN;
p(AXN) x e ¥ , (3.6)

as can be seen from the central-limit theorem. Thus, the variance-covariance matrix is
obtained by inverting the Fisher information matrix,

Cij = (T 1)ij - (3.7)

In particular, the uncertainty with which a particular parameter )\; can be measured is
estimated by

oi = \/Ca . (3.8)

In the case of the angles describing the sources sky location and orientation of the
binary, we will often present uncertainties on the solid angle, rather than the coordinate-
system dependent individual angles. This is defined, for the sky location, by [66]

0q, = 2mcos04/CaaCss — Cgé , (3.9)

and, for the binary orientation, by*

oq, = 2msiniy/C,,Cypy — C?w ) (3.10)

This formalism is straightforward to extend to multiple detectors. In general, the noise
PSD is promoted to a matrix in the space of detectors, which we denote with Latin indices,
[Sh(f)]ap- Similarly, any strain signal, h(t), gets promoted to a vector in the space of
detectors, h(t): for a GW signal, the difference between the entries h,(t) corresponding to
the response of various detectors is due to the different antenna functions of the detectors
as well as the difference in arrival time of the signal between detectors. The scalar product
for signals r and s is then defined via contracting the noise PSD matrix with the signal
vectors:

r) =3 4Re { [ armm s, %(f)*} | (3.11)

The SNR and the Fisher information matrix are computed from the scalar product as for
a single detector.

When considering networks of detectors in this work, we will assume their noise to be
uncorrelated. Then, the noise PSD matrix is diagonal, and the scalar product simplifies to

(r,s)=> 4Re {/OOO df 7 (f) [s,;l(f)]aa'ga(f)*} : (3.12)

“The cosd vs sin difference in Eqgs. (3.9) and (3.10) is due to the different definitions of the respective
coordinate systems. The declination angle runs from ¢ € [—7/2,7/2], while the inclination angle of the
binary has a range ¢ € [0, 7].

~10 -



As we noted above, the Fisher-matrix formalism yields a good approximation for the
expected covariance matrix only in the limit of large SNR [73]. While we will generally
assume that this holds throughout this paper, leaving finite-SNR corrections to future
work, we make one significant exception: compact binaries are parametrized by four angles
(two for their location in the sky, and two for the direction of their angular momentum),
which can take values only in finite intervals (o, ¢ € [0,27], 6 € [—7/2,7/2], v € [0,7]).
For some of the sources we consider, and depending on the SNR, the uncertainty on one
or more of these angles, as calculated above, is much larger than O(x). This can lead to
large, unphysical uncertainties on other parameters due to degeneracies between them. In
a Bayesian Markov chain Monte Carlo analysis, such effects can be controlled by using
appropriate priors for these parameters, restricting them to their physical ranges. Such an
restriction cannot immediately be made in the Fisher matrix approach. Here, we instead
include what effectively amounts to a Gaussian prior on these parameters by adding a
matrix whose only non-vanishing entries are 1/72 for the diagonal entries corresponding to
angles with a range of 7 and 1/(27)? for angles with a range of 27 to the Fisher information
matrix defined in Eq. (3.5). Note that this is a rather conservative implementation — the
full width of this “prior” corresponds to their true range. While inexact, this approach
eliminates the large errors discussed above and should introduce at most order-unity errors
in our projections.

3.2 Implementation of Fisher Matrix Forecast in AIMforGW

Before we move on to discussing the numerical results of our parameter estimation forecast
for GW signals from compact binaries with atom-interferometer detectors in the mid-band,
let us describe some of the technical details of our implementation of the Fisher matrix
analysis. AIMforGW, the code used to produce all numerical results in this work, is publicly
available at this repository®: . The reader not interested in these details should directly
skip to Sec. 4.

We parameterize the GW signal from a merging binary by nine parameters, see Tab. 1:
the chirp mass (M.), the mass ratio (¢), the luminosity distance (dr,), a reference phase of
the binary (®g), the time of merger (t.), two angles describing the position of the binary on
the sky (a, 0), and two angles describing the orientation of the binary’s angular momentum
([/’ /IYb)'

Here arises a subtlety: the detectors are moving on accelerated paths. Terrestrial
detectors rotate on the surface of Earth while space-based detectors orbit Earth, and in
both cases, the detectors follow Earth’s orbit around the Sun. However, the GW waveforms
from merging binaries we use are defined in inertial frames. We choose an inertial frame
(co-moving with the solar system) located at the position of the center of Earth at the mid-
point in time between the signal entering and leaving the sensitivity band of the detector
to compute the GW signal. Strictly speaking, M, and t. are defined in this frame. For the
measurement of ¢, with a detector (network), this induces a degeneracy between t¢. and the
sky-position of the sources: a detector measures a quantity related to t. but defined in its

Shttps://github.com/sbaum90/AIMforGW

- 11 -


https://github.com/sbaum90/AIMforGW
https://github.com/sbaum90/AIMforGW
https://github.com/sbaum90/AIMforGW

co-moving reference frame. Relating this quantity to ¢. as defined in our setup involves a
frame transformation that requires knowing the sky-position of the source. Parametrically,
for a source whose signal is measured over the time-span of a year in a detector orbiting Sun
with the Earth, this induces an uncertainty in ¢. of order 1AU/, /oq,, e.g., for \/oq, ~ 1°,
this amounts to an uncertainty on ¢. of ~ 1s from the frame transformation.

We compute polarization-basis inspiral waveforms at 3.5/3.0 PN order (frequency evo-
lution/amplitude correction) in the time-domain using the expressions in Ref. [105] in the
inertial frame discussed above. From these waveforms, we then compute the response of
the detector using the appropriate (time-dependent) antenna functions and shifting the
signal by the time-dependent time-delay from the inertial frame, in which we compute the
waveforms, to the detector frame. This time-shift incorporates two effects: first, for a net-
work of detectors, it encodes the difference in arrival time of the signal between different
detector locations. Second, it encodes the time-dependent Doppler shift of the GW signal
for a detector that follows an accelerated trajectory while measuring the signal.

From the detector-response in the time domain, we then compute the frequency-domain
response by Fourier-transforming the signal. This necessitates windowing the signal; we
use a Planck-tapered window function [113] for our numerical results.

With the frequency-domain detector response in hand, we can compute the signal-to-
noise ratio of the detector (network) using Eq. (3.4). In order to compute the elements of the
Fisher-information matrix, we need to compute the derivatives of the detector response with
respect to the parameters controlling the signal, see Eq. (3.5). We compute these derivatives
as one-sided first-order finite difference derivatives, using the same algorithm as described
above to compute the detector response. As discussed above, we add a conservative prior
constraining angular variables to their physical range to the Fisher information matrix.
Finally, we compute the covariance matrix by inverting the Fisher information matrix; see
Egs. (3.7) and (3.8).

Let us stress that computing the detector-response in the time domain allows us to
include the full effect of moving detectors without having to resort to any approximations.
This is in contrast to other Fisher Matrix codes previously used in the mid-band [57-
59, 61] as well as recent publicly available Fisher Matrix codes (primarily aimed at other
frequency bands) such as GWBENCH [114], GWFISH [115], or GWFAST [116]: these codes compute
the polarization basis waveforms %+7x (f) directly in the frequency domain. The different
codes then use various approximations for the time-frequency relation t(f) of the signal
that are typically not fully consistent with the employed waveform approximant. They
account for the rotation of the detector via t(f)-dependent antenna functions, and for the
motion of the detector via a “Doppler-phase” ¢p(f) = 2nf (n-rp) where rp = rplt(f)]
is the time-dependent position of the detector relative to the frame in which the ﬁJﬁX and
t(f) are computed. The frequency-domain detector response is then obtained via

R (f) = €2 x LR % T () + Fult()] % B () } - (3.13)

While this approximation does capture the leading effect of moving and rotating detectors,
our approach in AIMforGW of calculating the detector response in the time-domain described
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above does not force us to make any approximations about the effects of moving detectors.
Of course, the cost of our approach is that it restricts us to using time-domain waveform
approximants and that it is computationally expensive.

4 Numerical Results and Discussion

In this section, we present numerical results for the ability of atom-interferometer GW
detectors in the mid-band to measure the signals from and constrain the properties of
compact binaries in the ~ 1 — 100 M mass range. We consider two detectors benchmarks
(see Sec. 2): a terrestrial (network of) “MAGIS-1km” detector(s), and a single satellite-
borne “MAGIS-space” detector. We begin by considering these detectors’ SNRs and their
abilities to determine the luminosity distance and sky locations of sources in Sec. 4.1. We
then turn to the dependence of SNR and sky localization uncertainty on the location of
GW sources in the sky in Sec. 4.2. Finally, Sec. 4.3 addresses the question of how far before
a merger mid-band detectors can detect events as well as measure their sky location and
merger time, which are crucial questions for multimessenger astronomy.

Additional results for parameter estimation forecasts are presented and discussed in
App. C, see Figs. 12-21.

4.1 Dependence on Chirp Mass and Luminosity Distance

Let us begin by considering the dependence of the SNR on the chirp mass of and luminosity
distance to the binary. We show the SNR in the M d;, plane in Fig. 2, both for the
“MAGIS-space” detector (left panel) and for a network of five “MAGIS-1km” detectors
at Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrom, Tautona and Zaoshan (see Sec. 2) which we refer to as
“5 x (MAGIS-1km)”. As one can immediately see from the expression for the GW strain
amplitude in Eq. (2.3), the SNR depends inversely on the luminosity distance, p o 1/dy.
In order to obtain the approximate scaling of the SNR ratio with M., we can esti-
mate the frequency-domain strain from Egs. (2.1) and (2.3) using the stationary phase

h [ 1 5/6 ¢—7/6

note that the \/dfgw/dt factor can be understood as arising from the time the signal can
be measured at any particular fow.

For the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network as well as for the “MAGIS-space” detector at
M. 2 25 Mg, we can indeed observe p ME/G in Fig. 2. For M. < 25 Mg, the scaling
of p with M, becomes faster for “MAGIS-space”. This is because the GW signals from
binaries with M. < 25 Mg take more than one year to develop from the lower frequency

approximation,

edge of the “MAGIS-space” detector’s sensitivity band to the upper edge; however, in our
SNR and parameter estimation forecasts we include only the signal in the last year before
the source leaves the detector’s sensitivity band (see also Tab. 2).

Let us stress that throughout this work, except where stated explicitly, we use only
the last year that the GW signal remains in the detector’s sensitivity band to forecast the
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SNR and the parameter estimation ability of mid-band GW detectors for long-lived signals.
Observing the signal over a one-year period during an earlier phase of the binary’s evolution
would lead to smaller SNR and larger degeneracies, due to the smaller PN corrections early
in the inspiral. Of course, if one were to observe a source for more than the last year in
the band, the SNR would increase and the parameter estimation would improve. Here, we
use just the last year as a benchmark estimate.

One figure of merit we can read off from Fig. 2 is the effective horizon of the detectors.
The dotted (dashed) red lines in Fig. 2 mark curves of constant p = 5 (p = 25). For
example, a “MAGIS-space” detector could observe GW signals from binary neutron stars
with M, ~ 1 out to d;, ~ 100 Mpc, while the signal from a binary black hole system with
M. ~ 250 Mg, could be observed at distances as large as 20 Gpc, or at cosmological redshifts
of z ~ 2. The “5x (MAGIS-1km)” network could measure GW signals from binary neutron
stars out to distances of ~ 30 Mpc, while the same detector network could observe signals
from binary black holes with M. ~ 50 Mg, out to distances of d;, ~ 0.5 Gpc, corresponding
to sources with cosmological redshifts of z ~ 0.1. Note that the horizon of a detector would
improve linearly with an improvement in strain sensitivity: dr(p = const.) o< 1/4/Sk(f).

In Fig. 3, we show the precision with which the luminosity distance could be constrained
in the M_—d, plane. Let us begin by discussing the right panel, showing the results for the
“5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network. By comparing the color gradient with the red lines dotted
(dashed) lines, which mark constant p = 5 (p = 25), we can note that the precision with
which the luminosity distance of a source can be measured scales inversely with the SNR.
Similarly, we can note that o4, /dr, oc dr,. This behavior is straightforward to understand
by recalling that the amplitude of the GW signals scales as h(t) o< 1/dy, see Eq. (2.3). In
the absence of degeneracies with other parameters, the fact that the sole effect of a change
in dy, is to change the amplitude of the signal means that one could expect o4, /dr, = 1/p.
However, in the right panel of Fig. 3 we can note that o4, /dy, is substantially larger than
this bound, suggesting (partial) degeneracies of d; with other parameters. Indeed, as we
discuss in App. A, inspiral waveforms show a characteristic d;—t degeneracy, which is most
pronounced for ¢ = 0 or .

The left panel of Fig. 3 is instead for a “MAGIS-space” detector. Most prominently,
we observe that for M. < 10 My, the o4, /dy, color gradient no longer follows the lines
of constant SNR but the uncertainty increases faster. This behavior is mainly due to an
increasing d;—t degeneracy which is more pronounced the deeper in the inspiral phase a
detector observes a GW signal. We can also observe somewhat less pronounced deviations of
the color gradient showing o4, /dy, from the lines showing constant SNR for M. 2 50 M.
As we will discuss in the next paragraph, the ability of a “MAGIS-space” detector to
measure the sky-position of sources from a change in the Doppler shift is reduced for
sources with M. 2 50 Mg . Since the sky-position of a source affects the amplitude of the
GW signal in the detector via the antenna functions, dy and the sky-position are partially
degenerate.

Let us turn to Fig. 4, where we show the precision with which the sky-location of
GW sources could be reconstructed. We start by considering the “MAGIS-space” detector
benchmark, shown in the left panel. For sources with M. < 50 M, we can see that for,
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Figure 3. Relative luminosity distance error [o(dr)/dL] in the plane of the (detector frame)
chirp mass and luminosity distance of the GW source, all other parameters are set to the benchmark
values given in Tab. 1. The dotted (dashed) red lines are p = 5 (p = 25) contours of SNR.. Note that
the range of d;, shown on the vertical axes differs between the two panels. The right y-axes show
the corresponding cosmological redshift, z, assuming a reference cosmology with a Hubble constant
of Hy = 67.4km/Mpc/s and a matter density of €, = 0.315. The solid black lines show lines of
constant source-frame chirp-masses corresponding to the detector-frame chirp-masses shown on the
z-axis. Left: Results for a single “MAGIS-space” detector in an ecliptic orbit. Right: Results for
a network of five terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, located at Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrém,
Tautona, and Zaoshan; see Sec. 2.
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Figure 4. Sky-localization error (,/0gq, ) in the plane of the (detector frame) chirp mass and
luminosity distance of the GW source, otherwise the same as Figs. 2 and 3.
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any source close enough to be detected by a “MAGIS-space” detector (see the dotted red
line marking p = 5), its position on the sky could be measured with sub-degree angular
resolution. This is smaller than, for example, the field of view of the Zwicky Transient
Facility camera or the Vera C. Rubin Telescope. For M, = 50 My, the uncertainty on the
sky-position grows markedly. For example, for a source with M, ~ 100 M), even at a df,
where it would give rise to a p ~ 25 signal, we find /o, ~ 10°.

In order to understand these results, recall that the ability of GW detectors to measure
the position of GW sources on the sky primarily stems from various ways of aperture-
synthesizing a telescope: if the detector follows an accelerated trajectory during the time
it measures the signal, one can use the changing Doppler shift of the GW signal in the
detector to infer its sky location. Then, the effective aperture L is controlled by the size
of the detector’s trajectory. Alternatively, one can use the difference in arrival times of
the signal in a network of detectors to infer the sky-position. In this case, L is given by
the separation of the detectors in the network. It is straightforward to show that, in both
cases, the resulting angular resolution with which the source can be localized on the sky is
parameterically given by the diffraction limit, |/oq, oc 1/(pfawL).

For sources with M, < 50 My, a “MAGIS-space” detector could observe the signal for
a few months or longer; see also Tab. 2. During this time, a “MAGIS-space” detector in
geocentric orbit, as we assume here, would complete a significant part of the orbit of Earth
around the Sun. If we set p ~ 5, the effective frequency where most of the signal’s SNR
would be accumulated to fogw ~ 0.1 Hz, and the effective baseline to the size of Earth’s
heliocentric orbit, i.e. L ~ 1 AU, we indeed find 1/(pfawL) = O(0.1°). Since the sky-
location is effectively measured from the changing Doppler shift and not from any details
of the GW amplitude or frequency evolution, there is practically no degeneracy between
the sky position and other parameters describing the binary in this regime of long-lived
signals.

The ability of a “MAGIS-space” detector to localize GW sources on the sky depreciates
for larger M., because the GW signal becomes increasingly short-lived with respect to the
time over which the detector (and Earth) orbit the Sun. Then, the ability of the detector to
measure the sky-position of a source is driven by a combination of it aperture-synthesizing
a telescope with effective aperture given by its orbit around Earth (L ~ 10%km) and its
ability to measure the signal along many different spatial directions due to the reorientation
of the detector’s baseline during the observation, which is always much longer than the
reorientation time.

For a network of terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, shown in the right panel of
Fig. 4, we find that typically, GW sources with p ~ 25 can be localized with a precision of
V00, ~ 10°. Since the sensitivity of terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors to signals below
~ 1Hz is constrained by seismic (and other) Newtonian Gravity Gradient noise, most GW
signals can only be measured for relatively short times such that the detectors cannot
make use of the accelerated orbit of Earth around the Sun. However, for a network of
five terrestrial detectors spread over the surface of Earth, as we assume in the right panel
of Fig. 4, the sky localization can be inferred using the differences in arrival time of the
signal between the detectors. While the separation of terrestrial detectors is smaller than
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Figure 5. Sky-localization error (,/0q, ) as a function of the luminosity distance (dr) for five
benchmark choices of the detector frame chirp mass: M, = {1.1, 5, 25, 60, 250} Mg, as denoted
in the legends. All other parameters are set to the benchmark values given in Tab. 1. We terminate
each line at the luminosity distance where the source would give rise to a signal with SNR p = 5.
Left: Results for a single “MAGIS-space” detector in ecliptic orbit. Right: Results for a network
of five terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, located at Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrom, Tautona,
and Zaoshan; see Sec. 2. Note that we do not show results for M. = 250 My in the right panel:
such a binary would merge within the sensitivity band, hence, estimating /o, would require going
beyond the inspiral GW waveforms we use in this work.

the size of the “MAGIS-space” orbit, our “MAGIS-1km” detector benchmark is sensitive
to somewhat larger GW frequencies than “MAGIS-space”. Observing the signal at larger
faw somewhat compensates the smaller L, since ,/cq, « 1/(pfawL).

At small chirp masses, M. < 3 My, we can see that the sky-localization capabilities
of “MAGIS-1km” detectors improve drastically. For example, for a binary neutron star
system with M, ~ 1 Mg at a distance d;, ~ 30 Mpc, which would give rise to a p ~ 5
signal, we find ,/oq, ~ 1°. This is because for such chirp masses, the lifetime of the signal
becomes sufficiently long for the detector to make use of the changing Doppler shift of the
signal in the detector as Earth travels around the Sun; for example, the lifetime of the
signal from a M, = 1.1 Mg source in the “MAGIS-1km” sensitivity band is ~ 40 days.
Thus, terrestrial detectors can still have excellent sky localization for lower mass sources
such as binary neutron stars.

In order to further illustrate the ability of GW detectors in the mid-band to localize GW
sources in the sky, in Fig. 5 we show the sky-localization error for five benchmark choices of
the chirp mass, M. = {1.1, 5, 25, 60, 250} Mg, as a function of the luminosity distance.
As in the previous figures, the left panel is for the “MAGIS-space” detector, while the right
panel is for the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network. As expected for any parameter uncertainty,
for each benchmark value of M., the sky-localization error scales as ,/oq, o df o< 1/p.
Exceptions from this scaling are visible for some of the results where dj approaches the
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value where p = 5 (the dy where we terminate each line in Fig. 5): such deviations from
V00, o dr are due to the effects of the effective priors we include in our Fisher matrix
analysis to constrain angular variables to their physical range. The effect visible in Fig. 5
arises mainly from the prior on the inclination angle ¢ affecting ,/oq, via the partial
degeneracy of ¢ with the sky-location in the GW amplitude.

Note that, in Fig. 5, sources at the same dj, with different choices of M. now give rise
to signals with vastly different p. This variation in SNR (see Fig. 2) then leads to changes
in sky-localization error, with both effects appearing in Fig. 5.

Let us summarize two main points demonstrated in this section: First, GW detec-
tors in the mid-band are not particularly well-suited to measuring the luminosity distance
to GW sources. This is primarily the result of substantial degeneracies between dy, and
other parameters describing the binary that inherent to inspiral waveforms. Note, how-
ever, that this could be alleviated by combining GW observations in the mid-band with
observations of the same source at higher frequencies, e.g., in LVK or future terrestrial
laser-interferometer detectors.

On the other hand, GW detectors in the mid-band are ideally suited to measuring the
position of GW sources on the sky, especially for signals that spend at least a few months
within their observable frequency band. This capability results from the large displace-
ments of these detectors around the Sun compared to their observed GW wavelengths, an
advantage that is unique to the mid-band.

4.2 Dependence on Sky Location

In this section, we discuss how the ability of atom-interferometer GW detectors in the
mid-band to measure the signal from compact binaries and to reconstruct the source’s sky
location changes with the position of the source on the sky. Let us begin by discussing the
satellite-borne “MAGIS-space” detector: in Fig. 6 we show sky-maps of the SNR (p), and,
in Fig. 7, of the sky-localization error (,/oq,,).

First, let us note that the luminosity distances for the various benchmark values of
M. are chosen such that all sources have comparable SNR; in particular, we set d;, such
that the largest SNR (as a function of sky-position) for each source is p ~ 25. Since all of
the signals we consider have lifetimes much longer than the orbital period of the satellites,
the detector’s antenna function is largely averaged around the orbital plane. The SNR
therefore depends primarily on the source direction relative to that plane. Since the only
propagating GW degrees of freedom are transverse to the GW’s propagation direction,
we can expect that the SNR is largest for sources orthogonal to the orbital plane of the
detector, and smallest for sources located in the orbital plane.

Before moving on, let us also note that the variations in SNR with the sky-position
for “MAGIS-space” are relatively small: all panels in Fig. 6 show a variation of less than
a factor of two in p. These results demonstrate that a single “MAGIS-space” detector in
medium Earth orbit would re-orient its baseline sufficiently fast to avoid any pronounced
blind-spots in its sky coverage for signals from ~1 — 100 Mz GW sources.

In Fig. 7 we show sky-maps for how well a “MAGIS-space” detector could measure
the position of GW sources on the sky as function of their sky position. The choices for
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Figure 6. Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as a function of the source’s sky-location for a “MAGIS-
space” detector. All plots are Mollweide projections of equatorial coordinates, right ascension («)
increases from right to left, declination (¢) increases from bottom to top, and the origin (a = § = 0)
is at the center of each map. The solid red line marks the ecliptic plane and the red circles indicate
the ecliptic poles. The red triangle and square are the start and end points, respectively, of the
detector location as seen from the Sun over the course of the observation; note that these are
identical for signals observed for a full year. The dashed magenta line visualizes the detector orbit.
Upper row, left-to-right: Results for M, = {1.1, 60, 250} Mg, respectively, for a detector in an
orbit 45° from the ecliptic. Lower row, left-to-right: Results for M. = 25 M, for a space detector
in an orbit 0°, 45°, 90° from the ecliptic, respectively. All other parameters are set to the values
given in Tab. 1.
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Figure 7. Sky-localization error (,/oq,) [see Eq. (3.9)] as a function of the source’s sky-
location for a “MAGIS-space” detector, otherwise the same as Fig. 6.
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the chirp mass of and luminosity distances to the GW sources, as well as for the detector
orbits, are the same as in the respective panels of Fig. 6. With the exception of the top
right panel, to which we return below, we can see that the patterns of the variation of the
sky-localization error (,/oq, ) with the sources position on the sky is largely independent
of the SNR (see Fig. 6) or the choice of the detector’s orbital plane (see the three panels in
the lower row of Fig. 7 ). Instead, we find the smallest |/, for sources orthogonal to the
ecliptic plane, marked by the red line in Fig. 7. As we have stressed throughout this work,
the primary way in which a GW detector in the mid-band could localize GW sources in the
sky is by measuring the changing Doppler shift of the GW signal as the detector accelerates
relative to the GW source. For signals that can be measured for at least a few months in
the detector, the dominant source of the acceleration of the detector is its orbit around
the Sun. For a detector in geocentric orbit, as we consider here, this orbit is in the ecliptic
plane. In order to understand the pattern of | /o, in Fig. 7, note that the inference of the
source’s sky position is not given by the magnitude of the change of the Doppler shift of
the signal the detector can observe, but by the derivative of that magnitude with respect
to the sky-position. While the magnitude of the change in Doppler shift is largest for a
source in the ecliptic plane, its derivative is largest for a source orthogonal to the ecliptic
plane, i.e. a source at the ecliptic poles. Note that for sources with lifetimes = 1yr, i.e.,
for M, = 1.1 Mg and M. = 25 Mg, in Fig. 7, the variations of /o, apparent along the
ecliptic plane are mainly due to our discretization of the sky: each pixel shows ,/oq, for a
GW source located at the center of the pixel, and the precise alignment of the pixels with
the ecliptic plane varies along the ecliptic plane.

Let us now compare the results for /g, we can see in Fig. 7 for the different choices
of the chirp mass. The signals from both the M, = 1.1 M, (top-left panel) and from the
M. = 25 Mg source can be observed over the full year before the signal leaves the detector’s
sensitivity band we include in our analysis. For both sources, we find very similar patterns
for \/oq,, except that, across the sky, \/0q, can be measured with uncertainty roughly
one order of magnitude smaller for a M, = 1.1 Mg source than for M, = 25 Mg. This
is due to our choice of including only the signal recorded during the last year before the
it leaves the detectors sensitivity band in the analysis. For the M. = 25 M, source, this
means that most of the recorded signal is at some tens of mHz, while the signal from a
M. = 1.1 Mg source starts at fow ~ 0.2Hz one year before it reaches the upper edge
of the “MAGIS-space” sensitivity band, see Fig. 1. Since we expect ,/oq, ~ 1/(pfawl),
increasing fgw by one order of magnitude leads to similar improvement in ,/og, .

The M. = 60 Mg source, for which we show results in the top-middle panel of Fig. 7,
has a lifetime of approximately three months in the “MAGIS-space” sensitivity band; see
the red triangle and square along the ecliptic, marking the position of the detector at the
beginning and end of the period it observes the signal, respectively. Because the signal
cannot be measured long enough for the detector to complete its full orbit around the Sun,
we find larger sky-localization errors than for the M. = 25 Mg, source. Furthermore, /0,
starts to show variations along the ecliptic plane for M, = 60 Mg that no longer stem from
the discretization effects: instead, since the detector completes only a segment of its orbit
around the Sun while observing the signal, its ability to measure the sky-position from the
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changing Doppler shift now depends on the orientation of the source in the ecliptic plane
relative to the segment of the orbit the detector completes.

The signal from a M. = 250 Mg source, shown in the top-right panel of Fig. 7, can
only be observed for ~8days in “MAGIS-space”. For such short-lived signals, the ability
to measure the sky-location no longer stems from the changing Doppler shift induced by
the detector orbiting the Sun, but predominantly from the detector’s ability to measure
the GW strain in different direction as the detector’s baseline rotates. Thus, we can see
that the pattern of ,/oq, over the sky aligns (inversely) with the SNR pattern we see in
Fig. 6. The exception for this is that we find an improvement in ,/og, for sources close to
the detector’s orbital plane, where the SNR is smallest. The reason for this improvement
is that, for such a source, there are times where the detector’s baseline points right at the
GW source. At such times, no strain signal is measured in the detector. Due to this effect,
sources located close to the plane of the detector’s rotation can be localized particularly
well.

Let us now turn our attention to terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors: in Fig. 8, we
show sky-maps of the SNR, and, in Fig. 9, of the sky-localization error. We can immediately
note that the patterns of SNR and ,/oq, are rather different than what we found for
“MAGIS-space” in Figs. 6 and 7. Many of these qualitative differences are driven by the
much shorter lifetime of signals in the “MAGIS-1km” sensitivity band (see Tab. 2).

In order to understand the patterns of SNR we see in Fig. 8, the relevant time-scale
to compare the signals’ lifetime to is again the time it takes the detectors to re-orient the
direction of their baselines. Since we are considering terrestrial detectors, this timescale
is set by Earth’s rotational period of 24h. While for “MAGIS-space”, all signals could be
observed for time-scales long compared to the time it takes a satellite-borne detector in
medium Earth orbit to reorient, this is no longer true for the shorter lifetime of signals in the
sensitivity band of terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors. Hence, we see increasing variations
of the SNR along the direction in which the baselines rotate with increasing M, in Fig. 8;
see especially the three panels in the top row. For the particular choice of the detector
locations in the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network, note that the detectors at Homestake,
Sudbury and Tautona all have baselines pointing in rather similar directions (up to the
orientation £ — —£). Thus, despite considering a network of five detectors, we find that
for sources with lifetimes shorter than the timescale over which the detectors reorient
[see especially the right-most panels in Fig. 8 for M, = 60 My (top) and M. = 25 Mg
(bottom)], the SNR for sources with sky-location approximately aligned with the direction
of the baselines of these three detectors is still a factor of almost two smaller than for
sources orthogonal to the directions these three detectors’ baselines point in. For longer-
lived sources (see especially M. = 1.1 Mg, shown in the top-left panel), the rotation of the
detectors’ baselines smoothes out the coverage over the sky and we see only much smaller
variations in the SNR.

Conversely, the variation of the SNR across the sky does not increase substantially
for the two-detector Homestake+Zaoshan network compared to the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)”
network, although the signal from the M. = 25 Mg source shown in the bottom row of
Fig. 8 has a lifetime of only ~ 5h in the detectors’ sensitivity band. This is because the
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Figure 8. SNR as a function of the source’s sky-location for “MAGIS-1km”. All plots are
Mollweide projections of equatorial coordinates, right ascension («) increases from right to left,
declination (§) increases from bottom to top, and the origin (o« = § = 0) is at the center of each
map. The solid red line marks the ecliptic plane and the red circles indicate the ecliptic poles.
The red triangle and square are the start and end points, respectively, of Earth’s location as seen
from the Sun over the course of the observation. The dashed magenta lines show the directions
the baselines of each detector are pointing; magenta triangles and squares mark their start and end
locations, respectively. Upper row, left-to-right: Results for M. = {1.1, 5, 60} Mg, respectively,
for the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network (i.e., detectors at Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrém, Tautona,
and Zaoshan). Lower row, left-to-right: Results for M. = 25 M, for Homestake alone, Homestake
and Zaoshan, and for all five detectors. All other parameters are set to the values given in Tab. 1.

M. = 1.1M., d; = 6Mpc M. =50M., d; =24Mpe M, = 60.0 Ms, dy, = 200 Mpc
- 95 OM@, dy, = 100Mpe =250 My, d; = 100 Mpc = 25.0 Mo, d; = 100 Mpc
< 0.2 1 10 >'100
Va0, [deg]

Figure 9. Sky-localization error (,/oq,) [see Eq. (3.9)] as a function of the source’s sky-
location for “MAGIS-1km”, otherwise the same as Fig. 8.
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direction of these two specific baselines® differs by approximately 90°, the optimal choice
in order to realize the most uniform SNR coverage to sources across the sky for a network
of two single-baseline detectors. Indeed, the variation in SNR we see across the sky for
the two-detector network in Fig. 8 is approximately /2 ~ 1.4, as one would obtain for
a short-lived signal observed in a network of two single-baseline detectors with baselines
differing by 90°.

In the bottom-left panel of Fig. 8, besides the overall reduction of the SNR due to
the choice of a single “MAGIS-1km” detector, we find a much larger variation of the SNR
across the sky: the smallest and largest values of the SNR we observe differ by more than
one order of magnitude. Note that the smallest SNR is found for sources whose sky-location
is approximately aligned with the direction of the detector’s baseline when the signal leaves
the detectors frequency band (marked by the black square). This can be understood from
comparing the shape of the “MAGIS-1km” sensitivity curve to the frequency-dependence
of the strain signal, see Fig. 1. As discussed in App. B, the sensitivity of terrestrial atom-
interferometer detectors to GW signals is limited by seismic Newtonian Gravity Gradient
Noise at fow < 1Hz. Thus, for a “MAGIS-1km” detector, the signal’s GW strain is
largest compared to the detector’s noise at fow =~ 1 Hz. Since the chirp of the signals is
a steep function of frequency [dfgw/dt fé;(,?’; see Eq. (2.1)], the time at which the GW
signal is produced at 1 Hz is much closer to the time when the signal leaves the detector’s
frequency band (when fgw = 10 Hz) than to the time the signal enters the frequency band
(when fow = 0.1Hz). However, as discussed above, a network of two, or more, terrestrial
detectors placed in different locations leads to much more homogeneous sky-coverage.

Let us now discuss the variation of the sky-localization uncertainty, ,/7q,,, as a function
of sky-position we show in Fig. 9. Recall that only the signal from a M, = 1.1 M, source,
with a lifetime of ~40days, can be measured for long enough for terrestrial detectors to
complete a significant fraction of Earth’s orbit around the Sun. Accordingly, we see in the
top-left panel of Fig. 9 that the sky-localization error depends on the relative orientation
of the source with respect to the ecliptic plane, with the smallest /g, found for sources
close to the ecliptic poles.

The signals from all other sources shown in Fig. 9 have lifetimes in the “MAGIS-1 km”
sensitivity band too short for the detectors to make use of the changing Doppler shift as
Earth orbits the Sun. The resulting patterns in /g, we can observe in the top-middle,
top-right, and bottom-right panel of Fig. 9 thus have small variations that arise from a
combination of SNR (see Fig. 8) and the relative orientation of the baselines with respect
to the sources: as we discussed for the “MAGIS-space” results above, if a GW source is
oriented such that one of the baselines can be pointed directly at the source, the ability to
localize such a source on the sky improves. Otherwise, the ability of a “5 x (MAGIS-1km)”
network to localize sources with signals with lifetimes < 1 month in the sensitivity band
is almost independent of M, (when adjusting d;, to keep the SNR constant). Across the
top-middle, top-right, and bottom-right panels Fig. 9 we find ,/ogq, ~ 10°.

Comparing the ability of different networks of “MAGIS-1km” detectors to localize

SRecall that, throughout this work, we assume a vertical layout of the detectors.
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sources on the sky, we can see from the panels in the bottom row of Fig. 9 that, while a two-
detector network (shown in the bottom-middle panel) loses some of the ability to localize
sources on the sky compared to the full “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network, a single “MAGIS-
1km” detector has almost no ability to constrain the sky-position of a GW source with
signal lifetime shorter than a month. This motivates building multiple terrestrial detectors
in different locations on Earth.

Although we leave an exhaustive discussion of the optimal combination of terrestrial
detectors for future work, let us here give a broad overview based on preliminary studies
we have performed. As discussed in the previous paragraphs, there are clear advantages
of a network of multiple terrestrial detectors over a single “MAGIS-1km” detector. Many
GW sources that could be observed in MAGIS-1 km-like detectors give rise to signals with
short lifetimes compared to the rotational period of the Earth. Operating a network of
multiple detectors thus brings two advantages: the GW strain could be measured along
multiple different directions, and the difference in the arrival time of the signal at detectors
in different locations allows one to localize the source on the sky, which in turn also leads
to better constrains on any other parameter that is (partially) degenerate with the source’s
sky-location. For two detectors, a separation of ~90° is optimal from the viewpoint of
achieving the most homogeneous SNR, coverage and parameter reconstruction abilities for
sources across the sky. On the other hand, a network of two detectors with opening angle
of ~45° would lead to the smallest errors in the binary’s parameters for sources located
orthogonally to the plane spanned by the detector’s baselines — then, such a configuration
would be maximally sensitive to the strain in both the A, and the hy polarization modes.
Furthermore, for sources that can be measured on time-scales longer than O(1)h, only
north-south separation matters, as east-west separation is washed out by Earth’s rotation.
Generally, it would of course be advantageous to build as many detectors in as many
different places on Earth as possible. Taking into account practicalities, it is interesting
to note that a network of three detectors in China, Northern Europe, and the north-east
of the US/south-west of Canada would be a promising network configuration maximizing
differences in arrival time, achieving approximately homogeneous sky-coverage by featuring
baselines separated by ~90°, and allowing one to break degeneracies between parameters
by featuring pairs of baselines differing by ~ 45°.

4.3 Dependence on Time to Merger

Gravitational wave detectors in the mid-band are well-suited to pinpointing the position
of sources on the sky. Furthermore, due to their frequency coverage, they can observe
the signals from ~1 — 100 My compact binaries well before these binaries merge. This
combination gives mid-band detectors a unique role to play in multi-messenger astronomy:
by predicting the sky-location and time of merger of compact binaries in advance, they
could enable electromagnetic telescopes to plan targeted observations. In this section, we
investigate the ability of a mid-band GW detector to predict the sky-location and time
of merger as a function of the time until merger; see, e.g., Refs. [117-126] for work on
early-warning capabilities in other frequency bands.
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Figure 10. “MAGIS-space”: early warning capability. From left to right, the three panels
show the SNR (p), the sky-localization uncertainty (,/0q, ), and the uncertainty with which the
time of merger can be measured (o:,) as a function of how early before the (true) merger time
the observation is stopped in a “MAGIS-space” detector in geocentric orbit parallel to the ecliptic
plane. In particular, we include the data a detector would record between either the time when the
signal enters the detector’s frequency band or one year before it leaves the detector’s frequency band
(which ever time is later) and the time Tyop before the merger-time in the analysis. The different
lines are for different choices of the chirp mass (M.) and luminosity distance (dy) as denoted in the
legend in the left panel; note that we have chosen dy, for each source such that p = 25 for 7gop — 0.
All other parameters are set to the benchmark values given in Tab. 1. The value of T4, Where
p — 0 for each source corresponds to the time before merger when the signal enters the detectors
sensitivity band [7(fow =~ 30mHz)]. Towards small values of Tgop, We end each line at the time
before merger when the signal leaves the detector’s sensitivity band [Tsop(fow ~ 3Hz)].
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Figure 11. “MAGIS-1km”: early warning capability. Same as Fig. 10, but for a terrestrial
“5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network. Note that the choices of M. and dj, for the respective lines differ
from those in Fig. 10. The value of 7gop, where p — 0 for each source corresponds to the time
before merger when the signal enters the detector’s sensitivity band [r(few =~ 0.5Hz)]. Towards
small values of Ty0p, we end each line at the time before merger when the signal leaves the detectors
sensitivity band [Tstop(fow &~ 10 Hz)].

In Figs. 10 and 11 we show the SNR (p), the sky-localization uncertainty (,/oq,,),
and the uncertainty of the time-of-merger (o, ) as a function of how long before merger of
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the respective source the observation is stopped for “MAGIS-space” and for the terrestrial
“5x (MAGIS-1km)” network. Concretely, let us define the time-before-merger as 7 = t.—t,
where t. is the binary’s time of merger. Furthermore, let us denote the smallest and largest
GW frequencies a detector is sensitive to as fé% and f&W%S, respectively (for “MAGIS-
space”, gl\‘,{,‘ ~ 30mHz and f&* ~ 3Hz, while for “MAGIS-1km”, é{% ~ 0.5Hz and
& = 10Hz). In Figs. 10 and 11, we show how p, ,/0q,, and o, change if we include
only the data the detector would record between Tyart = min{7(fZn), 7(f&ax) + 1yr} and
Tstop With different choices of 7gop. The smallest value of 74op We show for each GW source
in Figs. 10 and 11 is Tstop = T(fE3X), and as Tstop — 7(fE3), we of course find p — 0 and
Vo, O, = 0.

Let us first discuss the results for a “MAGIS-space” detector, shown in Fig. 10. We
show results for the same choices of the chirp mass as before, albeit with different values
of dr, here set such that for each source, p ~ 25 as Tsop = T(fEW)-

The main result from Fig. 10 is that the time and location of the merger can be
predicted well in advance. Neither the SNR nor the ability to determine when and where
a merger will occur are worsened by more than order-unity factors unless an order-unity
fraction of the signal is excluded from the analysis. Even for the shortest-lived source we
consider here, M. = 250 M), the observation can be stopped 7gtop ~ 10*s ~ 3 hours before
the time of merger without any appreciable loss in SNR or relevant increase in /7q, or
ot compared to observing the signal until it leaves the “MAGIS-space” sensitivity band.
In fact, in almost all cases the merger can be predicted accurately many days in advance.
In the context of multi-messenger astronomy, an early-warning time of at least a few hours
is sufficient for any telescope to set its sights on the sky-location where the merger event is
expected to occur — even space-based telescope such as Hubble Space Telescope or James
Webb Space Telescope need less than one hour to slew their telescope by 180°.

In the right panel of Fig. 10 we show how well the merger time, ¢., could be constrained.
As we discussed in Sec. 3.2, in our computation, t. is defined in an inertial frame (co-moving
with the solar system) located at the position of the center of Earth at the mid-point
in time between the signal entering and leaving the sensitivity band of the detector to
compute the GW signal. The detector measures a quantity related to t. but defined in its
accelerated frame; the relation of that quantity to t. involves a frame transformation that
requires knowing the sky-position of the source. Parametrically, for a source whose signal
is measured over the time-span of a year in a detector orbiting Sun with the Earth, this
induces an uncertainty in t. of order 1AU/,/oq,, e.g., for \/oq, ~ 1°, this amounts to an
uncertainty on t. of ~1s from the frame transformation. Taking the lifetime of sources in
the detector band as well as the respective values we find for ,/oq, for the choices of M.
made in Fig. 10, we can understand the results for o4,. In the context of multi-messenger
astronomy, let us note that the merger time of all sources considered in Fig. 10 could be
forecasted with oy, < 10s at least a day before the merger event, which is more than
sufficient timing forecast to plan targeted observations with electromagnetic observatories.

b

In Fig. 11, we show equivalent results for a terrestrial “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network.
Note that the choices of M, for which we show results differ from those in Fig. 10, and

we have again adjusted the luminosity distance of each source such that p ~ 25 as 7gop =
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max

7(f&%)- The behavior of the SNR (left panel), sky-localization uncertainty (middle panel),
and the uncertainty with which the merger time can be predicted (right panel) with 7yp
is analogous to what we discussed above for “MAGIS-space.” Again, sky localization and
merger time prediction ability are not significantly affected as long as Tgtop S 10 min. For
many sources, the merger time and location could be predicted hours or days in advance
with the terrestrial detector network.

In summary, the results shown in this section demonstrate that GW detectors in the
mid-band are well-suited for multi-messenger astronomy. For essentially any event that can
be well-localized from observations in a mid-band GW detector, both the sky-position and
the time of merger can be predicted well in advance of the merger event, giving telescopes
a chance to observe any potential electromagnetic signal generated in association with the
merger.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we have presented a detailed discussion of the capabilities of GW detectors
in the fow ~ 30mHz — 10 Hz “mid-band” to measure the signals from and constrain the
properties of ~1 — 100 M compact binaries. We have focused on atom-interferometer
detectors, a promising technology for GW detectors in the mid-band, as we have discussed
in Sec. 2. In order to estimate the SNR and forecast the uncertainty with which the GW
source’s parameters can be reconstructed, we have performed a Fisher information matrix
analysis; we have made the numerical code used to produce all results in this work publicly
available at this link”: @. This is both the first public Fisher analysis code designed to
work in the mid-band, and an improvement over some previous codes that ignored certain
Doppler corrections to the GW signal [57-59, 61].

We have presented numerical results for two particular detector benchmarks: a (net-
work) of terrestrial km-size detectors with strain sensitivity given by the “MAGIS-1km”
curve in Fig. 1, and a satellite-born detector in medium Earth orbit with sensitivity given
by the “MAGIS-space” curve in Fig. 1. While the precise numerical results are of course
tied to these particular detector choices, the qualitative results we obtain here are appli-
cable to any GW detector in the mid-band. In Sec. 4, we have presented a number of
numerical results and discussed them in detail. Let us summarize some of the key findings:

e A network of five terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors has a horizon at which it
could observe a source with SNR p = 5 of ~30Mpc for a system with a (detec-
tor frame) chirp mass of M. = 1.1 Mg, while the horizon for a M, = 25 M, source
is ~400Mpc. A satellite-born “MAGIS-space” detector, on the other hand, has a
horizon of ~ 100 Mpc for M, = 1.1 M, sources, the horizon for M, = 25 M, sources
is ~3Gpc, and the signal from a black hole binary with M, = 250 My could be
observed out to a distance of ~20 Gpc corresponding to a cosmological redshift of
z ~ 2. (See Fig. 2)

"https://github.com/sbaum90/AIMf orGW
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e A network of multiple “MAGIS-1km” detectors has far superior ability to measure
the signals from GW sources across the sky and to reconstruct their parameters
compared to a single detector, beyond the trivial improvement in SNR from increasing
the number of detectors. When operating a network of only two detectors, placing
them ~ 90° apart on the surface of Earth appears ideal from a standpoint of achieving
homogeneous sensitivity across the sky and parameter reconstruction abilities. For
example, the SNR of signals in such a two-detector network would vary by a factor
of less than ~ 1.5 across the sky. When considering a network of three detectors,
one detector in the north-east of the US or the south-east of Canada, one detector in
Northern Europe, and one detector in China seems like a strong compromise between
ideal detector placements for homogeneous sky coverage, parameter reconstruction
capabilities, and practicality.

e Considering a satellite-borne detector, the SNR for ~ 1 —100 M, sources would vary
less than a factor of two across the sky for a single “MAGIS-space” detector in
medium Earth orbit. Operating a satellite born detector in geocentric rather than
heliocentric orbit has multiple advantages: not only would such a detector change the
direction in which its baseline points on hour-timescales, but furthermore, its orbit
around Earth is important for localizing sources on the sky that have signals with
lifetimes shorter than O(1) month in the detector. (See Appendix C and Fig. 12.)

e Gravitational wave detectors in the mid-band are poorly placed to measure the lumi-
nosity distance of GW sources. For ~ 1 — 100 M, sources, even if the source is close
enough to give rise to a p = 25 signal, we find a typical uncertainty of o4, /dr, ~ 10 %,
and for a “MAGIS-space” detector, the ability to measure the luminosity distance
to sources with M, < 10 Mg is even poorer. This is because GW detectors in
the mid-band would measure the GW signal produced during the inspiral phase of
~1 — 100 M binaries, leading to degeneracies between the luminosity distance and
other parameters describing the binary (most importantly, its inclination angle). (See
Fig. 4)

e Gravitational wave detectors in the mid-band have a unique capability to pinpoint
the location of sources on the sky. Many GW sources can give rise to signals that
have lifetimes of at least ~ 1 month in the sensitivity band of mid-band detectors: for
terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, this is true for M, < 3 M, sources, while for a
“MAGIS-space” detector, M. < 50 M, sources give rise to signals with lifetimes in
excess of a few months. Detectors in the mid-band can localize any such GW source
that gives rise to a measurable signal (with SNR p > 5) with sub-degree angular
precision. (See Figs. 4 and 5)

e The ability of detectors in the mid-band to pinpoint the location of GW sources on
the sky is of particular relevance for multi-messenger astronomy. As we have shown,
both the sky-position and the time of merger can be predicted well in advance: more
than a few hours before merger for “MAGIS-space”, with a precision of O(1) sec for
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most sources. Such an early-warning capability of a mid-band detector would give
electromagnetic telescopes ample time to set their sights on the merger event. (See
Figs. 10 and 11)

There are many ways in which this study could be extended in future work. Let us
list a few of these directions:

e Throughout this work, we neglected effects induced by the spins of the binary’s
constituents. Depending on the magnitude and orientation of the spins, as well as
the values of the other parameters, the effects of spins can either break degeneracies
between parameters, or add new degeneracies. It would thus be worthwhile to study
how the ability of GW detectors in the mid-band to constrain the property of GW
sources changes with their constituents’ spins. Similarly, the effects of eccentric orbits
should be considered (see Ref. [127] for work in this direction).

e In this work, we studied signals from GW sources in the ~1—100 M mass range, for
which mid-band detectors would observe the GW signal generated during the inspiral
phase of the binaries. Of course, such detectors could potentially also observe GW
signals from sources that merge in the mid-band, for example, white dwarf binaries
or black hole binaries with masses = 100 M. We leave considerations of such signals
for future work.

e As we discussed above, mid-band detectors are poorly placed to measure the lumi-
nosity distance to ~1 — 100 M sources. Detectors operating at higher frequencies,
for example, terrestrial laser interferometer detectors, could observe the GW signal
produced during the merger and ringdown phase of such binaries. It would be in-
teresting to study how multi-band observations, combining mid-band detectors with
detectors aimed at higher frequencies, could be used to further constrain the proper-
ties of GW sources, combining the strengths of detectors in different GW frequency
bands.

e Throughout this work, we have assumed that only one GW signal is present at the
detector at any given time. Given the lifetime of GW signals in the mid-band as well
as the horizon of proposed detectors, this assumption may not be well-justified. One
tool for atom-interferometer detectors to mitigate problems arising from overlapping
signals is their ability to operate in a resonant readout mode, shaping the response of
the detector to a narrow frequency range (see the discussion in App. B.3). It would be
worthwhile to study the effects of overlapping signals in mid-band detectors, and how
well particular capabilities of atom-interferometer detectors, such as their resonant
readout mode, can be used to disentangle overlapping signals and reduce the confusion
noise.

In the upcoming decades, a major aim of physicists and astronomers is to extend the
frequency coverage of GW detectors to as much of the range from the nHz to the kHz (and
beyond) with the greatest sensitivity possible. In this endeavour, it is crucial to evaluate
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what detector concepts aimed at particular regions of this vast frequency space excel at,
what their weaknesses are, and how their designs can be optimized. In this work, we took
a detailed look at the capabilities of atom-interferometer detectors aimed at the mid-band
to measure signals from ~1 — 100 M, binaries and to constrain their properties. While
only a first step, we hope that this work is a useful resource, and perhaps a starting point
for future studies, in the community’s effort to understand the capabilities of proposed
detector concepts and to design the gravitational wave detectors of the future.
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A Gravitational Waves from Compact Binaries

In this and the following appendix, we describe the GW signal from compact binaries and
the response of a GW detector to this signal. For the purposes of this work, we neglect the
possibilities of non-zero spins of the binary’s components and of eccentric orbits. The GW
signal and the response of the detector are then controlled by nine parameters: the chirp
mass, M., and the mass ratio, ¢, which are intrinsic to the binary, and seven parameters
that describe the binary’s position and orientation in space-time relative to the detector:
the luminosity distance, dy; a reference phase of the binary, ®g; the time of merger of
the binary, t.; two angles describing the orientation of the binary’s orbital momentum,
which we described by the inclination angle, ¢, and the polarization angle, v; and the
position of the binary on the sky, which we describe in heliocentric equatorial coordinates
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parameterized by right ascension and declination, o and §, respectively. These parameters
are summarized in Tab. 1.

We will focus on compact binaries with component masses in the ~1 — 100 M mass
range. A GW detector in the mid-band — which, for the purposes of this work, we define
as spanning the fow = 30mHz — 10 Hz frequency range — would observe the GW signal
produced in the inspiral phase of the binary, i.e., when the binary is still approximately de-
scribed by a pair of orbiting point particles. In this regime, the GW signal is well-described
by the leading terms in the post-Newtonian (PN) expansion of General Relativity. For our
numerical computations, we will employ 3.5/3.0 PN order (frequency evolution/amplitude
correction) waveforms; see, for example, Refs. [103-107] for the corresponding expressions.
Here, we discuss the leading-order expression for the waveforms, which suffice to illustrate
the qualitative effects the parameters have on the GW signal.

We begin with the time evolution of the GW frequency, fgw, described by (see, for
example, Refs. [55, 63, 64])

dfew 96 11/3
= €w8/3M2/3 FR (A1)

controlled by the chirp mass, which is related to the component masses m1 2 as

(m1m2)3/5

Mc = —(ml n m2)1/5 .

(A.2)
Throughout this work, we order the component masses as my > mso, and define the mass
ratio ¢ = mj/mg, which enters the frequency evolution at higher PN order. In General
Relativity, the GW signal from a source at redshift 2z’ with component masses m] , is
perfectly degenerate with the signal from a local (z = 0) source with masses mjo =
(1 + 2")m), (up to a change in the amplitude proportional to the change in dr). In
other words, GW signals display a perfect mass-redshift degeneracy. Thus, throughout
this paper, all masses are detector frame masses® unless noted explicitly.

There are only two propagating polarization degrees of freedom of a GW signal. As
is common in the field, we write them in transverse traceless gauge, such that the GW
perturbation of the metric tensor can be written as

hyw(t) = h+ez,/ + hxeﬁy , (A.3)
where the et/ are the polarization tensors. This polarization basis is fixed by the direction
of the GW source on the sky (as seen from the GW detector), n, and the angular momentum
of the binary, L, see, for example, Refs. [63, 134]. Choosing a Cartesian coordinate system
where 1 defines the 2 direction, one can construct the remaining axes as

>

(A.4)

T = ) Yy=-

| &

X
| x

8Strictly speaking, for a detector that moves on an accelerated trajectory, the “detector frame masses”

must be defined in some inertial frame. We will return to this subtlety later.
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The spatial components of the polarization tensors are then

X

€y = Tikj — Uiy, € = Tilj + Yily - (A.5)

+
ij

The amplitude of the GW strain signal along the two polarization directions are given

by
5/3_2/3 2/3 R 2
ha(t) = M ™ dfGW(t) [1+ (Ln) ]cos(b(t),
AMO/3 2/3L 2/3 (A-6)
hy(t) = ¢ T Jaw(®) (Ln) sin ®(t) ,
dr,

where ®(t) = ‘fttref dt’ 2nfaw(t') + ®¢ is the GW phase with ®y = ®(t,f) the phase at
some reference time t.f. As mentioned above, we use a heliocentric equatorial coordinate
system?, thus, the sky-position m of a GW source is parameterized by the luminosity
distance, dr,, the right ascension, «, and the declination, 9.

The orientation of the binary’s angular momentum is parameterized by the inclination
angle, ¢, defined via cost = L. n, and the polarization angle, 1), measuring the (counter-
clockwise) angle of L with respect to a line parallel to the celestial equator around the
axis n (see, for example, Ref. [135]). From Egs. (A.5) and (A.6) we can immediately
see the usefulness of this parameterization: while the inclination angle of the binary, ¢,
affects the amplitudes in the two different polarization directions, h; and hy, changes in
the polarization angle, v, correspond to a rotation of the polarization tensors in the plane
orthogonal to m on the sky.

From Eq. A.6 we can also already notice the well-known —dy, degeneracy. For + = 0 or
7, a change in ¢ is perfectly degenerate with a change in dj, at leading order in the waveform
(and v becomes ill-defined in this limit since 7 x L= 0). The +—dy, degeneracy is partially
broken for other values of «. In addition, the (—d, degeneracy is broken at higher PN order
(as implemented in our numerical results). Since PN effects become less and less prominent
the deeper the GW signal is generated during the binary’s inspiral phase (in other words,
the longer before the merger one observes a GW signal), we can already anticipate that
the ability of GW detectors in the mid-band to measure the luminosity distance (and the
inclination angle) of GW sources will depreciate the lower the chirp mass of the binary is.

Close to the merger of the binary, the (analytic) PN waveforms we use in this work
become inaccurate. In that regime, numerical General Relativity must be employed to
accurately calculate the waveforms'?. We will restrict ourselves to considering signals for
which the PN waveforms are good approximations of the full solution. For the mid-band,
this corresponds to restricting ourselves to considering binaries with M. < 300 M, for
the space-based atom-interferometer GW detector benchmark we consider (for which we
consider observations up to a frequency of fow ~ 3 Hz) and binaries with M, < 50 M, for
the terrestrial detector benchmark we consider (with a largest frequency of fow = 10 Hz).

Concretely, we use the International Celestial Reference System (ICRS).
10 Another technique of interest for calculating waveforms close to the merger is the effective one-body
approach [136, 137].
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As a rough justification of these bounds, note that the orbital frequency of a test particle

around a BH with mass M is vigco = ﬁ% G?;[ at the innermost stable circular orbit

(ISCO); our choices ensure that the largest frequency observed by our detectors is a factor
of a few below the merger frequency.

As stated in the beginning of this section, we neglect the effects of spins of the binary
constituents in this work. In general, these spins would appear in the higher-PN corrections
to inspiral waveforms [63, 64], we leave consideration of the effects of spin to future work.
We note that, depending on the values of other parameters, including non-zero spins can
either improve or worsen the precision with which parameters can be reconstructed from
a GW measurement because spins can both break degeneracies and introduce new ones.

The nature of the objects in a compact binary has only a small effect on their inspiral
waveform, such that our discussion will generally be agnostic to binary composition, except
insofar as it affects the companions’ masses. A variety of binaries could be observed by
mid-band GW detectors, including most sources observable by LVK [57, 138, 139], as well
as some sources so massive that they merge at frequencies below LVK’s sensitivity. In this
work, we will focus on neutron stars and stellar- and intermediate-mass black holes (chirp
masses of roughly 1 — 300 M), leaving consideration of lighter objects (e.g. white dwarfs)
as well as heavier ones (e.g. supermassive black holes) to future work. We will similarly
restrict to mass ratios of the two binary companions near unity, typically taking that ratio
to be ¢ = m1/ma = 1.15 or a symmetric mass ratio n = myma/(m1 + ms)? ~ 0.249.

B Atom Interferometer Detectors

In this appendix, we discuss the response of a detector to the GW signal from compact
binaries. We focus on atom-interferometer detectors as a promising technology to probe
GW signals in the mid-band, fogw ~ 30mHz — 10Hz. In App. B.1, we give an expanded
review of atom-interferometers as GW detectors. In App. B.2, we discuss the antenna
functions of a single-baseline atom-interferometer detector, and in App. B.3, we discuss
the concrete detector benchmark scenarios and their associated sensitivity curves that we
use in the numerical results in this paper.

B.1 Review of Atom Interferometers

Conceptually, an atom-interferometer GW detector is similar to using two atomic clocks
to measure the light-travel time of laser pulses sent in between the clocks, and hence the
distance between the clocks [44]. By tracking changes to this distance, one could search
for GW signals. However, such a setup would be subject to a number of noise sources.
Perhaps most importantly for our discussion, atom clouds held in an optical lattice (as is
common in atomic clocks) would be subject to mechanical vibrations in the experimental
apparatus, including seismic noise. Furthermore, such a setup would also be subject to the
noise in the phase of the laser pulses sent in between the clocks. Although there may be
ways to mediate such noise sources, we focus on a different experimental approach [111].
By using two (or more) atom-interferometers driven by common laser pulses, one can
mitigate noise from mechanical vibrations and laser phase noise. In an atom-interferometer,
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one prepares a cloud of ultra-cold atoms (typically in a magneto-optical trap), and then
releases this cloud into free-fall. Using a sequence of laser pulses with the appropriate
frequency and temporal intensity profile, the atom cloud is “split” into a superposition
of states with different momenta and excitation states of the atoms and subsequently
recombined. Finally, one measures the spatial distribution of the atom cloud after the laser
pulse sequence has been completed. Such a setup can be understood as a Mach-Zehnder
interferometer: the interference pattern observed in the final atom cloud measures changes
in the relative physical length of the paths the atoms can take, as well as changes in the
difference in time spent in the excited state along each path; see Ref. [140] for a detailed
discussion of atom interferometry and, in particular, the general computation of the output
of the interferometer. In analogy with a Mach-Zehnder interferometer, we will refer to the
two paths (in physical space as well as in the space of excitation of the atoms) as the
“arms” of the interferometer.

We can immediately appreciate one of the advantages of this setup: since atom-
interferometers use clouds of atoms that are in free-fall during the duration of the mea-
surement, they are decoupled from mechanical vibrations of the experimental apparatus
due to machines, humans, seismic waves, and other sources.

Second, the free-falling atom clouds used in atom interferometers are electrically neu-
tral. This makes atom-interferometers much more robust against electromagnetic back-
ground fields, which plague laser-interferometer based GW detectors or any other technique
that uses macroscopic test masses which, invariably, are subject to electrostatic charging.

One can then realize a GW detector by using common laser pulses to drive two physi-
cally separated atom interferometers. Correctly adding up the momentum kicks delivered to
the two arms of each atom interferometer by the laser pulses, such that the arms eventually
recombine, requires a sequence of counter-propagating laser pulses to excite and de-excite
the atoms clouds in each atom interferometer. In order to drive two atom-interferometers
separated by hundreds of meters to tens of thousands of kilometers with the same laser
pulses, as envisaged for space-based GW detectors, it is advantageous to use single-photon-
excited “clock” transitions rather than two-photon “Raman” transitions (which, in order to
transfer substantial momentum, would require two counter-propagating pulses to interact
with the atom clouds at the same time). Using clock transitions, it is possible to find a
pulse sequence that allows one to drive two macroscopically separated atom interferometers
with common laser pulses [141]. Such a setup has multiple advantages: first, by compar-
ing the response of the two atom-interferometers, each of which measure the difference in
phase accumulated in their respective arms driven by counter-propagating pulses, one can
choose to measure the second (time) derivative of the light-travel time between the atom
interferometers averaged over the interrogation time (i.e. the total duration of the laser
pulse sequence from the first beam-splitter pulse to the final laser pulse that recombines
the wave packets). In other words, such a setup directly measures the relative acceleration
of the atom clouds in the separate interferometers. This accelerometer configuration of two
atom-interferometers is insensitive to the (precise) distance between or relative velocity of
the atom clouds when released from their respective magneto-optical traps, making the
setup robust to mechanical vibrations of the experimental apparatus that affect the launch
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conditions of the atom cloud from their opto-mechanical traps.

Second, since the atom interferometers are driven by common laser pulses, and each
interferometer measures the differences in phase between the various laser pulses driving
it, the comparison of the interferometers’ outputs is insensitive to laser phase noise [141].
Thus, atom-interferometers can eliminate laser phase noise even in a single-baseline config-
uration formed by two atom-interferometers (with their atom clouds acting as test masses)
driven by a single set of counter-propagating laser pulses. In contrast, laser-interferometer
detectors such as LVK or LISA must use Michelson-interferometer-type setups, interfering
a beam-split laser propagating in two different spatial directions to suppress laser phase
noise, requiring at least three mirrors acting as test masses.

Let us briefly summarize the discussion of atom interferometers above: using two (or
more) atom interferometers, one can realize a GW detector with electrically neutral free-
falling test masses — making the test masses insensitive to electromagnetic background
fields and mechanical vibrations of the experimental apparatus. Driving the transitions
in both interferometers with common laser pulses renders laser phase noise irrelevant in a
single-baseline detector: only changes to the time it takes the pulses to travel between the
two atom clouds affect the difference in the output measured by the two interferometers.

B.2 Antenna Functions for Atom-Interferometer GW Detectors

Atom interferometer GW detectors with a single baseline have a simple but unique antenna
function: only the component of a GW'’s strain along the direction of laser propagation
contributes to the sensitivity. The antenna functions in the polarization basis are obtained
by contracting the spatial components of the polarization tensors defined in Eq. (A.5) with
a unit vector in the relative direction of one interferometer to the other (i.e., along the
direction that the laser pulses between the interferometers propagate), 2,

Fy(t) =3 bt) ™ G5() (B.1)

As we emphasize by explicitly denoting their time-dependence, F; = F;(t), the antenna
functions inherit the time-dependence of ¢. The response of a single-baseline detector to a
GW signal parameterized in the polarization basis by h4 x(t), see Eq. (2.3), is then

h(t) = hy () Fy () + hx (£) Fx (¢) - (B.2)

A terrestrial detector would change the direction its baseline is pointing on hour
timescales due to Earth’s rotation. Likewise, the direction ¢ for a satellite-borne detector
in medium Earth orbit would rotate by 360° over the few-hours orbital period of such a
detector. Thus, for GW signals that can be measured for hours, or longer, even a single
terrestrial or satellite-borne detector could measure the GW strain along many different
spatial directions. For signals that can be measured for times shorter than the timescale
over which the detector reorients, e.g., signals from sources with chirp masses M, = 20 Mg
in terrestrial detectors (see Tab. 2), using multiple detectors with different £ remains ad-
vantageous.
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The motion of the detector during the time it measures a GW signal has a second
important effect: as the detector follows its accelerated trajectory around Earth’s center,
and together with Earth around the Sun, the Doppler-shift of the GW signal seen by the
detector changes. This change in the Doppler shift depends on the location of the GW
source relative to the detector’s motion, thus, it can be used to measure the location of
GW sources on the sky. As we will see, using this effect, a single detector can achieve
excellent directional resolution for sufficiently long-lived GW signals.

B.3 Detector Benchmarks

Since the first proposal of atom-interferometer based GW detectors [26] more than 15 years
ago, a number of collaborations have formed with the aim of building such detectors, includ-
ing AEDGE [32, 101], AION [33], MAGIS [29, 34], MIGA [28], SAGE [31], VLBAI [102],
and ZAIGA [30]. Although different collaborations of course follow different design choices
and plans, a typical strategy is to first build a terrestrial detector with O(100) m separation
between the atom interferometers, and then a terrestrial detector with O(1) km separation
of the atom sources. Most collaborations envisage a vertical layout of the detectors — since
Earth’s gravity accelerates the atom clouds vertically once released from their traps, a
vertical layout has some technical advantages — limiting terrestrial detectors to the size
of available shafts on Earth. The deepest existing mine-shaft is the ~4km shaft of the
Mponeng Gold Mine in South Africa. Ultimately, the collaborations are aiming to op-
erate one (or multiple) atom-interferometer GW detectors in space, linking two satellites
carrying atom-interferometers placed O(10,000)km or more apart via lasers driving the
interferometers.

In this work, we will use two benchmark scenarios for the sensitivity of an atom-
interferometer detector to GW signals: a terrestrial detector with atom sources separated
by 1km (which we call “MAGIS-1km”, adapted from Ref. [34]) and a satellite-based de-
tector in medium Earth orbit (“MAGIS-space”, adapted from Ref. [29]). Note that while
these sensitivity curves are adapted from forecasts for the detectors of the MAGIS collab-
oration'!, our results apply to any single-baseline detector in the mid-band. In Fig. 1, we
show the sensitivity curves — specifically, the square root of the one-sided power spectral
density of the detector’s strain noise — for these detector benchmarks.

Let us continue with a heuristic explanation of the frequency range in which atom-
interferometer detectors could measure the GW strain, the fractional change in the distance
between the test masses. At the low-frequency end, the sensitivity is limited by the stability
of the test masses. For a satellite-borne atom-interferometer based detector, the most
important constraint arises from the time the atom clouds can be kept in free fall. The free-
fall time sets the upper limit for the interrogation time of the atom interferometer sequence,
T, the time between the first beam-splitter pulse and the final pulse of the sequence re-
combining the interferometer’s arms. As we discussed above, an atom-interferometer GW
detector measures the acceleration between the two test masses averaged over T', thus, the
sensitivity to the GW strain signal is suppressed for fow < 1/7. A combination of vacuum

1Some of us are members of the MAGIS collaboration.
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quality and atomic drift in the satellite limit the free-fall time to, at most, a few hundred
seconds [26, 27, 110, 111]. Thus, space-based detectors are well suited to searching for
signals at frequencies above some tens of mHz.

For terrestrial detectors, technically feasible free-fall times of the atoms are limited to
a few seconds. More importantly, the stability of the test masses in a terrestrial detector is
affected by Newtonian Gravity Gradient Noise (GGN). While the free-falling atom clouds
functioning as atom-interferometers’ test masses are decoupled from mechanical vibrations,
they are subject to gravitational forces produced by variations of Earth’s (or any other
nearby) mass-distribution on timescales comparable to the (inverse) frequency of the signal.
Below frequencies of O(1) Hz, a terrestrial detector will be affected by GGN from seismic
(surface) waves and possibly other [142] sources. Various strategies for reducing GGN have
been proposed [143-146]. For our “MAGIS-1km” benchmark, we do not take any such
improvements into account. However, we do assume a level of GGN at the optimistic end
of the range of the seismic GGN estimates at the site of the Homestake mine Ref. [34] made
based on seismic measurements in Ref. [147]; see also Ref. [146] for an in-depth discussion
of GGN.

At high frequencies, the strain sensitivity of an atom-interferometer GW detector op-
erated using a series of counter-propagating laser pulses is limited by the finite light-travel
time between the atom interferometers. If the test masses’ acceleration induced by the
GW oscillates faster than the light travel time, the signal is averaged out. Thus, the strain
sensitivity depreciates at frequencies fqw = L', where L is the separation of the atom
interferometers.

The discussion so far suffices to understand the features of the “MAGIS-1km” sen-
sitivity curve in Fig. 1. At frequencies fow < 1Hz, the strain sensitivity is limited by
GGN. For frequencies fow 2 1Hz, the strain sensitivity is frequency independent, which
is the characteristic behavior of an atom-interferometer’s sensitivity for 1/7 < faw < L1
if the limiting noise source is atom shot noise. We terminate the sensitivity curve at
fow = 10 Hz. While this is far below the frequency set by the light-travel time of a detec-
tor with atom interferometers separated by 1km, signals at frequencies fow = 10 Hz are
likely more effectively observed in terrestrial laser interferometer detectors such as LVK,
Einstein Telescope [148, 149] or Cosmic Explorer [150, 151].

For the “MAGIS-space” benchmark, the shape of the sensitivity curve is complicated
by a number of additional factors. One important ingredient in optimizing an atom in-
terferometer GW detector’s sensitivity is maximizing the physical separation between the
two arms in each interferometer'?. However, for satellite-born detectors, the possible sep-
aration of the arms is limited by the feasible dimensions of the space craft/shield the atom
clouds must be contained in to protect them from the effects of photons, cosmic rays, or
other interference (see e.g. Refs. [111, 153]). This limitation can be overcome by using a
resonantly-enhanced mode to operate the atom-interferometers [110]: by repeating identi-

2Technically, large separations of the arms are achieved by using a series of counter-propagating laser
pulses that repeatedly excite and de-excite the atoms instead of a single excitations to split, redirect, and
re-combine the arms of the atom interferometer. Note that Ref. [152] has demonstrated a “Mach-Zehnder”
strontium atom interferometer with momentum transfers of 141 hk using single-photon “clock”-transitions.
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cal pulse sequences that periodically interleave the “arms” of the interferometer, a phase
difference in the two arms from a GW signal with frequency matching the “repetition rate”
of the pulse sequence can be resonantly added up. The cost of this increase of the sensitivity
to signals at a chosen fagw is, of course, that the sensitivity to signals at other frequencies
is suppressed. The high-frequency limit to which this strategy can be extended is still set
by the light-travel time of the laser between the atom-interferometers. For a space-based
detector in medium Earth orbit, such as our “MAGIS-space” benchmark, the separation
between the test masses is at most a few times ten thousand kilometers. Thus, the largest
frequency at which such a detector maintains it’s peak sensitivity is limited to a few Hz by
the light-travel time. We include the sensitivity up to fow =~ 3 Hz for our “MAGIS-space”
detector benchmark.'?

The “MAGIS-space” sensitivity curve shown in Fig. 1 is the envelope of the sensi-
tivity curves obtained by operating the detector with different resonantly-enhanced pulse
sequences [29, 110]. Let us note that operating a GW detector in a frequency-selective
resonant readout mode need not be a disadvantage when searching for GW signals in the
mid-band. Gravitational wave signals from compact binaries monotonically develop from
smaller to larger GW frequencies during the evolution of the binary. Thus, an atom-
interferometer detector can be initially operated with a pulse sequence making it most
sensitive to GW frequencies at the lower end of the detector’s sensitivity band. When a
GW signal is detected, one can change the pulse sequence (and hence resonant frequency)
in real-time to follow that GW signal’s monotonic evolution through the frequency band,
maintaining optimal sensitivity via the resonant enhancement of the signal.

Note that GW signals from compact binaries with chirp masses ranging from ~ 1 Mg to
hundreds of solar masses have lifetimes ranging from days to hundreds of years in the mid-
band. Thus, it seems quite likely that a mid-band detector with sufficient sensitivity could
observe the signal from multiple GW sources at the same time. By operating the detector
in a resonant mode and switching between the different frequencies of the multiple GW
signals, one could trace multiple sources simultaneously while mitigating confusion noise
from signals at different frequencies. Since changing the resonant frequency only requires
changing the laser pulse sequence, it can be changed as desired every second or so, set by
the frequency with which atom clouds are launched in the interferometer.

C Additional Sensitivity Plots

In this appendix, we extend the discussion of Sec. 4.

First, it is instructive to consider how the ability of a “MAGIS-space” detector to mea-
sure signals from and reconstruct the parameters of compact binary GW sources changes
with different choices of the orbits of the satellites carrying the atom-interferometers. So
far we have considered a detector comprised of satellites in medium Earth orbit: such a

13We note that the Nyquist frequency associated with the chosen pulse-sequence is not a fundamental
limit on the frequencies at which mid-band detectors can be operated — aliasing at higher frequencies is of
little concern when resonantly tracking signals. However, at fow 2 10 Hz, terrestrial laser-interferometers
appear better placed to measure GW signals than atom-interferometers.
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Figure 12. “MAGIS-space”: geocentric vs heliocentric orbits. Plots of SNR (left) and
sky-localization uncertainty of the source (right) as a function of chirp mass for different choices
for the orbit of a “MAGIS-space” detector and maximal observation time (¢y,.x) as denoted in the
legend. Throughout, we have set the luminosity distance to dy = 100 Mpc. All other parameters
are set to the benchmark values given by Tab. 1. For all lines except the solid black, we have chosen
tmax = 2.8 yr, matching the orbital period of a geocentric orbit with 2 AU radius. For comparison,
the solid black line is for t,.x = 1yr, the value used in all other figures in this work.

detector would orbit the Earth with a period of 7.8 h, most importantly leading to a re-
orientation of the detector’s “baseline” along which it measures the GW strain on hour
timescales. Furthermore, Earth, and a detector in geocentric orbit, orbit the Sun with a
period of 1year in an orbit with a radius of 1 AU. In Fig. 12, we illustrate the effect these
motions have on the sensitivity of a “MAGIS-space” detector by comparing the SNR and
the sky-localization error, as a function of chirp mass, for a “MAGIS-space” detector in
medium Earth (geocentric) orbit with detectors in heliocentric orbits (i.e., not orbiting
Earth) of different radii.

For all orbits, we assume that the detector is comprised of two satellites trailing each
other in the same orbit. Thus, for a detector in heliocentric orbit, the time over which the
detector would re-orient its baseline is the same as its orbital period. In order to avoid
effects stemming from incomplete detector re-orientation for long-lived sources, we have
included the signal recorded in the last t;,ax = 2.8 yr before the signal leaves the “MAGIS-
space” sensitivity band in Fig. 12; this choice matches the orbital period of the largest
heliocentric orbit (R = 2 AU), we consider in Fig. 12. To illustrate the effect of changing
tmax, we show results for the geocentric orbit for both ty.x = 2.8 yr and tax = 1yr, the
value we use in all other results in this paper.

In order to understand the results shown in Fig. 12, it is important to compare the
lifetime of the GW signals to the orbital period of the various heliocentric orbits we consider
here. The largest heliocentric orbit we consider has a radius of R = 2 AU, corresponding
to an orbital period of 2.8 yr. The GW signal from a M, ~ 15 M source has a lifetime
matching this period in the “MAGIS-space” sensitivity band. For a R = 1AU orbit,
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the orbital period is 1yr, matching the lifetime of a M, =~ 25 Mg source. Finally, for a
R = 0.5 AU orbit, the lifetime of signals from M, ~ 50 M sources matches the 4-month
period.

In the left panel of Fig. 12 we compare the SNR as a function of M, for the various
choices of the orbits we make here. Since we chose a fixed luminosity distance of df =
100 Mpc for all sources, the SNR grows with increasing M.. Comparing the results for
the different orbits, the most important feature to note is that for detectors in heliocentric
orbit, the SNR of sources with lifetime shorter than the detector’s re-orientation time
(M, 2 15 Mg, for R =2AU, M. 2 25 Mg for R = 1 AU, and M, 2 50 M, for R = 0.5 AU)
is smaller than for detectors in geocentric orbit. This change in SNR is due to the relative
orientation of the detector’s baseline to the source at the time when the signal is recorded,
and is thus dependent on the sky-position of the source. More importantly than the
suppression of the SNR we can see in the left panel of Fig. 12 for the particular sky location
chosen here, note that a detector in heliocentric orbit would have much less homogeneous
sky-coverage for signals with lifetime short compared to its orbital period than a detector
in geocentric orbit.

In the right panel of Fig. 12, we show the projected sky-localization uncertainty, v/<2,,.
To start, let us focus only on the three examples of heliocentric orbits. For small M., i.e.,
signals with long lifetimes, we find that the larger the radius of the heliocentric orbit, the
smaller \/Q,,. As discussed extensively above, we expect Voa, < 1/(pfawL), where for
signals that have a lifetime comparable to or longer than the orbital period, the effective
aperture L is given by the size of the heliocentric orbit R. Note that we find the scaling of
/7, with R to be somewhat slower in Fig. 12 than /g, oc 1/R, this is because of partial
degeneracies of the sky-location with other parameters exacerbated by the increasingly slow
rotation of the detector. For signals with lifetimes shorter than the orbital period of the
detector (M. 2 15 Mg for R = 2 AU, M. 2 25 Mg for R = 1 AU, and M, 2 50 M, for
R =0.5AU), we can see that the ability to localize sources on the sky rapidly depreciates
the larger M, and thus, the shorter the lifetime of the signal. In this regime, we see that
v/, is smaller the smaller the heliocentric orbit, because the acceleration the detector
experiences during the sources lifetime is greater the smaller R.

Let us now compare the sky-localization ability of a detector in geocentric orbit with
that of a detector in heliocentric orbit. From the right panel of Fig. 12, we can see that
a detector in geocentric orbit has better sky-localization capability than a detector in
R =1 AU heliocentric orbit for all values of M_.. Not surprisingly, we find the most striking
difference for sources with short-lived signals, recall that for sources with M, = 50 Mg,
the lifetime of signals in the “MAGIS-space” sensitivity band becomes shorter than a few
months. For such sources we see that a detector in geocentric orbit has drastically better
source-localization capabilities than a detector in R = 1 AU heliocentric orbit. A detector
in medium Earth orbit re-orients its baseline on hour time-scales, allowing the detector
to measure the strain signal along many spatial directions. Thus, even a single detector
in geocentric orbit can (partially) break the degeneracies between different parameters
influencing the amplitude of the GW strain signal, allowing it to localize GW sources on
the sky. A detector in heliocentric orbit could only measure the GW strain in one spatial
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direction for sources with lifetimes short compared to the time it takes the detector to orbit
the Sun, thus, it would lose its ability to reconstruct many of the source’s parameters due
to degeneracies.

These results demonstrate that the option of operating a satellite-borne mid-band GW
detector in geocentric orbit not only significantly reduces the launch-cost of such a detector
compared to heliocentric orbits, but that the hour-timescale over which such a detector
would re-orient allows a single detector to measure the GW strain in many different spatial
directions and hence break degeneracies between various parameters controlling the GW
signal from compact binaries. Of course, a measurement of the GW strain in multiple
spatial directions could also be achieved by operating multiple detectors, but that would
further increase the detector’s cost and, depending on the technical details of the detectors,
may also increase the technical requirements for the mission substantially if more than two
satellites have to be flown in a controlled formation.

In Fig. 13, we show the uncertainty with which the merger time can be measured in the
M —dy, plane. Note the similarity of the behavior apparent in Fig. 13 with the scaling of sky
localization uncertainty discussed in Sec. 4; see Fig. 4. As we discussed in Sec. 3.2, in our
computation, t. is defined in an inertial frame (co-moving with the solar system) located
at the position of the center of Earth at the mid-point in time between the signal entering
and leaving the sensitivity band of the detector to compute the GW signal. The detector
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Figure 13. Time-of-merger uncertainty (t.) in the plane of the (detector frame) chirp mass
and luminosity distance of the GW source, all other parameters are set to the benchmark values
given in Tab. 1. The dotted (dashed) red lines are p = 5 (p = 25) contours of SNR. The right
y-axes show the corresponding cosmological redshift, z, assuming a reference cosmology with a
Hubble constant of Hy = 67.4km/Mpc/s and a matter density of 2, = 0.315. The solid black lines
show lines of constant source-frame chirp-masses corresponding to the detector-frame chirp-masses
shown on the x-axis. Left: Results for a single “MAGIS-space” detector in an ecliptic orbit. Right:
Results for a network of five terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors, located at Homestake, Sudbury,
Renstrom, Tautona, and Zaoshan; see Sec. 2. Note that the range of dy, shown on the vertical axes
differs between the two panels.
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Figure 14. Relative luminosity distance error [o(dr)/dr] as a function of the source’s
sky-location for a “MAGIS-space” detector. All plots are Mollweide projections of equatorial co-
ordinates, right ascension () increases from right to left, declination (§) increases from bottom to
top, and the origin (o« = § = 0) is at the center of each map. The solid red line marks the ecliptic
plane and the red circles indicate the ecliptic poles. The red triangle and square are the start
and end points, respectively, of the detector location as seen from the Sun over the course of the
observation; note that these are identical for signals observed for a full year. The dashed magenta
line visualizes the detector orbit. Upper row, left-to-right: Results for M. = {1.1, 60, 250} Mg,
respectively, for a detector in an orbit 45° from the ecliptic. Lower row, left-to-right: Results for
M. = 25 My, for a space detector in an orbit 0°, 45°, 90° from the ecliptic, respectively. All other
parameters are set to the values given in Tab. 1.
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Figure 15. Uncertainty in the direction of the binary’s angular momentum (,/7¢q; ) [see
Eq. (3.10)] for a “MAGIS-space” detector, otherwise the same as Fig. 14.
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M, = 5.0M,, d = 24 Mpe

M, =1.1M,, d, = 6Mpc

M, = 60.0 My, dj, = 200 Mpc

———

M. =250Mg, d, = 100Mpc M. =250 My, d, = 100Mpe M, = 25.0 M, dp = 100 Mpc

I T
A, ,

A

<0.1 0.3 >1
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Figure 16. Relative luminosity distance error [o(dr)/dy] as a function of the source’s sky-
location for “MAGIS-1km”. All plots are Mollweide projections of equatorial coordinates, right
ascension () increases from right to left, declination (§) increases from bottom to top, and the
origin (& = 6 = 0) is at the center of each map. The solid red line marks the ecliptic plane and
the red circles indicate the ecliptic poles. The red triangle and square are the start and end points,
respectively, of Earth’s location as seen from the Sun over the course of the observation. The dashed
magenta lines show the directions the baselines of each detector are pointing; magenta triangles
and squares mark their start and end locations, respectively. Upper row, left-to-right: Results
for M. = {1.1, 5, 60} Mg, respectively, for the “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network (i.e., detectors at
Homestake, Sudbury, Renstrom, Tautona, and Zaoshan). Lower row, left-to-right: Results for
M. = 25 Mg for Homestake alone, Homestake and Zaoshan, and for all five detectors. All other
parameters are set to the values given in Tab. 1.
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Figure 17. Uncertainty in the direction of the binary’s angular momentum (,/7¢q; ) [see
Eq. (3.10)] for “MAGIS-1km”, otherwise the same as Fig. 16.
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MAGIS-space, ecliptic orbit

= 1.1 Mg, dr, = 25Mpc e =25.0 Mg, dL:900Mpc
= 60.0 My, d, = 1900 Mpc = 250.0 M, dy. = 6000 Mpc
< 5 10 15 20 >25
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Figure 18. Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as a function of the orientation of the binary’s orbital
momentum for a “MAGIS-space” detector in geocentric orbit parallel to the ecliptic plane. All plots
are Mollweide projections. The polarization angle (¢) increases from right to left, the inclination
angle (¢) increases from top to bottom, and the origin (¢» = ¢ = 0) is in the middle of the top of each
map. The different panels are for difference choices of the chirp mass and the luminosity distance
as denoted at the top of each panel; note that these choices are the same as in Figs. 6, 7, 14, and 15.
All other parameters are set to the benchmark values given in Tab. 1.
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Figure 19. Relative luminosity distance error [o(dr)/dr] as a function of the orientation
of the binary’s orbital momentum for a “MAGIS-space” detector, otherwise the same as Fig. 18.
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Figure 20. Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as a function of the orientation of the binary’s orbital
momentum for a terrestrial “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network. All plots are Mollweide projections. The
polarization angle () increases from right to left, the inclination angle (¢) increases from top to
bottom, and the origin (¢ = ¢ = 0) is in the middle of the top of each map. The different panels
are for difference choices of the chirp mass and the luminosity distance as denoted at the top of
each panel; note that these choices are the same as in Figs. 8, 9, 16, and 17. All other parameters
are set to the benchmark values given in Tab. 1.
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Figure 21. Relative luminosity distance error [o(dr)/dL] as a function of the orientation of
the binary’s orbital momentum for a “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network, otherwise the same as Fig. 20.
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measures a quantity related to t. but defined in its accelerated frame; the relation of that
quantity to t. involves a frame transformation that requires knowing the sky-position of
the source. This leads to degeneracy between the time of merger and the source’s location
in the sky, translating the behavior of Fig. 4 into that of Fig. 13. Nonetheless, for any
source that can be seen, the merger time can be predicted with oy, < 10sec.

We next consider the dependence of the luminosity distance uncertainty on the location
of a source in the sky, which is plotted in Fig. 14 for “MAGIS-space” and Fig. 16 for
terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors. The primary behavior observable in these plots is
simply the result of variation in SNR; see Figs. 6 and 8. Beyond this SNR dependence, the
most notable feature is the significantly increased luminosity distance uncertainty for the
M. = 1.1 M source. As we discuss in App. A, this is due to a degeneracy between ¢ and
dr,. Recall that “MAGIS-space” is sensitive to smaller GW frequencies than “MAGIS-1 km”
and, hence, observes signals generated deeper in the inspiral phase of a binary with given
M. While higher-order PN effects do break the (—dj degeneracy, such PN corrections
to the signal are suppressed the deeper in the inspiral phase the GW signal is generated.
Hence, the ability of a detector to measure the luminosity to a source from signals generated
during the inspiral phase depreciates for signals with small M., leading to the behavior we
can observe in the top-left panel of Fig. 14.

Finally, we turn to a property of the GW source to which we have paid little attention
in the rest of this work: the orientation of the binary itself, parameterized by the direction
of its angular momentum L (via the angle ¢ relative to the line of sight to the binary,
and the angle ¢ around it; see App. A). We first present the solid angle uncertainty on
this orientation as a function of the source’s location in the sky, with the results for a
“MAGIS-space” detector in Fig. 15 and for terrestrial “MAGIS-1km” detectors in Fig. 17.
Essentially the only observable features in both sets of plots correspond to variation in the
SNR. Note that for the different terrestrial detector networks compared in the bottom row
of Fig. 17, there are additional effects arising from growing degeneracies between various
parameters for a signal that cannot be measured along a sufficient number of independent
baselines.

We can likewise consider the dependence of other parameter uncertainties on the binary
orientation. We first show the dependence of SNR on this orientation, with the results
for a “MAGIS-space” in Fig. 18 and for a terrestrial “5 x (MAGIS-1km)” network in
Fig. 20. Both cases exhibit essentially identical behavior, which is easily understood: SNR
is maximal when ¢ is far from 7/2, since the GW amplitude at the detector is minimal at
L = m/2; see Eq. (2.3). At « = 0 and ¢ = 7, the angle 1) becomes unphysical, and thus it
has little effect for extreme values of ¢. Conversely, for ¢ ~ 7/2, some dependence on
appears due to the varying orientation of the observable GW polarization (namely +, in our
parameterization) relative to the baseline orientation, with a clearly visible ¢ — ¢ + 7/2
periodicity that can be understood from noting that the only effect of rotating L by 90° in
the plane orthogonal to the direction of the source on the sky (n) is to change the phase
of the GW signal by m/2.

Almost all of the binary parameters’ uncertainties depend on L only through its effect
on the SNR, discussed above. The sole exception to this is the luminosity distance; those
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results are shown in Figs. 19 and 21 for “MAGIS-space” and terrestrial “MAGIS-1km”
detectors, respectively. Again, the behavior here is easily interpretable: while the SNR is

largest when ¢ is far from 7/2, the +—d;, degeneracy discussed multiple times throughout

this work is most severe as ¢ — 0 and ¢ — 7; see the leading-order expression of the

polarization waveform amplitudes in Eq. (2.3).

Note that our benchmark choices for ¢ and ¢ we use in the rest of the paper lead to

fairly typical values of SNR and the parameter uncertainties, picking neither a particularly

ideal nor disadvantageous orientation of the binary.
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