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Astrophysical scenarios for the formation and evolution of intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs) in
the mass range 102M⊙ ≲ M ≲ 106M⊙ remain uncertain, but future ground-based gravitational-wave
(GW) interferometers will probe the lower end of the IMBH mass range. We study the detectability of
IMBH binary mergers and the measurability of their parameters with next-generation ground-based
detector networks consisting of various combinations of Cosmic Explorer (CE) and Einstein Telescope
(ET) interferometers. We find that, for binaries with component masses m1,2 ∼ 1000M⊙, an optimal
3-detector network can constrain the masses with errors ≲ 0.1% (≲ 1%) at z = 0.5 (z = 2), and the
source redshift can be measured with percent-level accuracy or better at z ≲ 2. The redshift of lighter
binaries (m1,2 ≲ 300M⊙) can still be measured with O(10)% accuracy even at z = 10. Binaries with
z ≲ 0.5 can be localized within 1 deg2 for m1,2 ≲ 1000M⊙, and within 0.1 deg2 for comparable mass
systems. The sky localization is good enough that it may be possible to cross-correlate GW searches
with galaxy catalogs and to search for electromagnetic counterparts to IMBH mergers. We also point
out that the low-frequency sensitivity of the detectors is crucial for IMBH detection and parameter
estimation. It will be interesting to use our results in conjunction with population synthesis codes to
constrain astrophysical IMBH formation models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs) span a broad
range of masses 102M⊙ ≲M ≲ 106M⊙ that fills the gap
between stellar-mass black holes (BHs) and supermassive
BHs [1–4]. They are crucial to our understanding of
stellar evolution, the seeding of supermassive BHs, and
BH-galaxy coevolution [5, 6]. Hints of the existence of
IMBHs come from ultraluminous X-ray sources [7, 8],
pulsar timing [9, 10], stellar dynamics [11–20], and tidal
disruption events [21–26]. Despite theoretical models
predicting the production of IMBHs in dense star clusters
through gravitational runaways [27–40], observational
evidence for light emission from accreting BHs in the cores
of globular clusters remains absent or insignificant [41–47].

Gravitational-wave (GW) experiments are uniquely po-
sitioned to directly probe the IMBH mass range [48, 49].
Probing the demographics of IMBHs with a multitude
of similar GW signals would provide unique insight into
the physics of pair-instability supernovae [50, 51], the col-
lapse of Population III stars [52–54], the direct collapse
of metal-poor gas [55–58], their growth channel [59], and
the properties of star clusters [60], to name a few. The
LIGO–Virgo–KAGRA collaboration reported at least one
event, GW190521, in which the merger remnant mass
M = 142+28

−16M⊙ is unambiguously within the IMBH
range [61]. The latest GWTC-3 catalog [62] also con-
tains a few events with remnant masses that, although
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smaller, are compatible with the lower end of the IMBH
mass range. Targeted searches for IMBH signals are on-
going with current GW interferometers [63], but injection
studies show that these searches are mostly sensitive to
binaries with total mass M ≲ 200M⊙ [64, 65]. This
is mainly because current networks are only sensitive
at frequencies ≳ 10Hz. Moreover, based on a search
pipeline including waveforms with higher-order harmon-
ics, Ref. [66] found hints of a subpopulation of heavy BH
mergers with masses up to ∼ 300M⊙.

Next-generation (XG) ground-based detectors such as
the Einstein Telescope (ET) [67] and Cosmic Explorer
(CE) [68] will be sensitive at lower frequencies and have
an overall higher sensitivity than current interferometers,
and as such they will detect BH mergers across cosmic
history [69–71]. These detectors are therefore ideal to
characterize the lower end of the IMBH mass range. At
the higher end, they will be complemented by the Laser
Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [72, 73]. Operat-
ing at mHz frequencies, LISA can observe IMBHs [74]
with significantly higher masses up to redshifts z ∼ 6 [75].
There are also proposals to use GWs in the LISA and
ground-based detector bands to detect IMBHs via indi-
rect methods [76–80]. Experimental efforts targeting the
deciHz frequency band (see e.g. [81–90]) would open a
unique GW window into IMBH astrophysics [90, 91].

Typical IMBH merger rates are predicted in the range
∼ 0.01−10 Gpc−3yr−1, which suggests from a few to a few
thousand detections per year [92–97]. Recent results from
Pulsar Timing Arrays [98] can also be used to constrain
the merger rates in the mass range of interest (see e.g. [99],
which however focuses on LISA rates). The detectability
of IMBHs by ground-based GW interferometer networks
has been estimated in a few scenarios, including repeated
mergers in globular clusters (such as [95, 100]), nuclear
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star clusters [96], and these systems are also interesting
because they are ideal “multiband” GW sources [101–104].
The literature however lacks a systematic assessment of
the measurability of the properties of IMBHs, such as
masses and redshift. Tight constraints on the parameters
of these sources would allow to unambiguously place them
in the IMBH mass range, as well unlocking the potential
for astrophysical population studies.

Considering older configurations of ET and waveform
models, the authors of Ref. [105] showed that it is possible
to constrain the parameters of binaries with one IMBH
(100M⊙ or 500M⊙) and one stellar-mass object (1.4M⊙
or 10M⊙) with good accuracy When comparing the capa-
bilities of several future ground-based networks from A#

to XG, the authors of Ref. [106] also studied the measur-
ability of source-frame masses for a toy-model population
of IMBHs with masses up to 1000M⊙. Working with a
network of XG detectors, a more recent study performed
full Bayesian parameter estimation (PE) for selected high-
redshift sources with a total mass of 100 − 600M⊙, as-
sessing the measurability of their parameters and the
contribution of higher-order harmonics [107].

In this work we perform a more systematic study of the
detectability of binaries with at least one IMBH, focusing
mostly on the measurability of their parameters, in the
context of XG detectors. Since astrophysical merger rates
and formation scenarios are very uncertain, we agnosti-
cally scan the parameter space by considering grids in BH
masses and redshift. We then compute the corresponding
signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs) and estimate the inference
errors on their parameters using the Fisher information
matrix. One of our main goals is to understand which
combinations of XG detectors would optimize our ability
to infer the properties of IMBHs. With this goal in mind,
we compare several different XG detector networks, and
we also assess the impact of their low-frequency sensitivity.
We present our results by averaging over sky position,
polarization, and inclination. Being agnostic on the for-
mation scenarios, our parameter estimation results can
be used to assess whether XG detectors can observe and
measure the properties of binaries with IMBHs resulting
from specific astrophysical models.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II
we summarize our implementation of the Fisher informa-
tion matrix formalism, along with the different detector
networks we consider. In Sec. III we discuss our results
for the optimal detector network in our study, and we
investigate the degradation in parameter estimation that
would result from more pessimistic choices. In Sec. IV
we draw our conclusions. Throughout the paper, we use
geometrical units (G = c = 1) and we assume the Planck
2018 ΛCDM cosmological model [108].

II. METHODS AND SETUP

In this section, we describe our methods and setup. In
Sec. IIA we define the grid we use to explore the binary

parameter space. In Sec. II B we briefly describe our
data analysis methods. In Sec. II C we discuss the dif-
ferent detector networks we consider, their low-frequency
sensitivity, and the waveform model chosen for this study.

A. Parameter space exploration

Several different mechanisms to form IMBHs have been
proposed in the literature. Since our goal is to assess
how well we can constrain the parameters of IMBH bina-
ries with XG detectors, instead of focusing on a specific
formation scenario we perform an agnostic parameter
scan.

Assuming quasicircular binaries with aligned spins,
an IMBH binary system is characterized by an 11-
dimensional parameter vector

θ = {m1,m2, χ1,z, χ2,z, z, ι, α, δ, ψ, φc, tc} . (1)

Here, mi are the source-frame masses of the binary com-
ponents, χi,z denotes the magnitudes of the component
spins (assumed to be aligned with the binary’s orbital
angular momentum), z is the redshift, ι is the inclination
angle, α, δ and ψ are the right ascension, declination and
polarization angles, ϕc is the coalescence phase, and tc is
the coalescence time.

When we assess detectability and measurability for
our optimal detector network, we distribute the source-
frame masses in log-uniform grids with boundaries m1 ∈
[102, 104]M⊙ and m2 ∈ [5, 104]M⊙. Waveform models
are calibrated to numerical relativity simulations, which
typically do not extend to mass ratios q = m1/m2 >
10 [109]. For this reason, we only retain configurations
with mass ratios q < 100 when computing SNRs and
q < 10 when estimating parameter uncertainties. We
expect the systematic error in current waveform models
to yield inaccurate results for larger mass ratios.

Comparing the results for different detector networks
has higher computational cost, so in this case we distribute
the total mass M = m1+m2 on a log-uniform grid within
[102, 104]M⊙ and perform the analysis for two selected
values of the mass ratio (q = 1 and q = 10). In both
cases, we consider redshift values on a uniform grid with
boundaries z ∈ [0, 20].

We assume the aligned spin components χ1,z, χ2,z to be
zero for all the systems we consider. The IMBH spin mag-
nitudes are highly uncertain, as they heavily depend on
the formation scenario. However, we are mostly interested
in measurements of masses, redshift and sky localization,
and we do not expect our results to change dramatically
if higher spins were to be considered.

Finally, we distribute both the sky angles (α, δ) and
the orientation angles (ι, ψ) isotropically. We set the
coalescence phase φc and time tc to zero for all of our
binaries.
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B. Data analysis

Let us consider a standard data stream d(t) = h(θ; t) +
n(t) composed of Gaussian, stationary noise n(t) and a
GW signal h(θ; t) with parameters θ. To assess whether
a signal is detectable, we calculate the optimal SNR

SNR =
√

(h(f)|h(f)) , (2)

where (·|·) stands for the noise-weighted inner product,
defined as

(a|b) = 4Re

∫ fmax

fmin

ã(f)b̃∗(f)

Sn(f)
df . (3)

Here, Sn(f) is the one-sided power spectral density (PSD)
associated with the instrumental noise n(t). We denote
Fourier transforms with a tilde and complex conjugates
with an asterisk.

Since we explore the parameter space using a dense
grid of O(106) points, performing full Bayesian PE runs
for each of the resolved points is computationally unfeasi-
ble. Therefore, we estimate the errors within the linear
signal approximation [110, 111]. We model the posterior
probabilities for the parameters of each source as a mul-
tivariate normal distribution centered at the true values.
The covariance matrix is given by the inverse of the Fisher
matrix [110]

Γαβ =

(
∂h

∂θα

∣∣∣∣
∂h

∂θβ

)
, (4)

thus the 1σ error on the parameter θα can be estimated
as

∆θα =
√
(Γ−1)αα. (5)

We compute the Fisher matrices on the full set of 11
parameters at our disposal
{
ln

(Mz

M⊙

)
, η, ln

(
DL

Mpc

)
, cos ι, cos δ, α, ψ, ϕc, tc

}
, (6)

where Mz = Mc(1 + z) is the detector-frame chirp mass,
with Mc = (m1m2)

3/5/(m1 + m2)
1/5, DL is the lumi-

nosity distance, and η = (m1m2)/(m1 + m2)
2 is the

symmetric mass ratio. Both SNR and Fisher matrices are
computed using the public python package GWBENCH [112].

Assuming the noise to be uncorrelated among different
detectors, both SNR and Fisher matrix can be readily
generalized for a network of Ndet detectors as

SNR2 =

Ndet∑

j=1

SNR2
j ,

Γ =

Ndet∑

j=1

Γj . (7)

In order to be agnostic on the specific sky location and
orientation of each system, all of our results are averaged
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1/
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FIG. 1. Amplitude spectral densities
√

Sn(f) for the XG
detectors we consider. The curve for ET corresponds to the
sensitivity of the whole triangular configuration.

over the 4 angular parameters (cos ι, cos δ, α, ψ). In other
terms, we define the angle-averaged SNR and error as

⟨SNR⟩ =
1

N

N∑

i=1

SNRi ,

⟨∆θα⟩ =
1

N

N∑

i=1

∆θiα , (8)

where the sums are conducted over our isotropic grid
of points {cos ι(i), cos δ(i), α(i), ψ(i)} for each system. We
assume a GW signal to be detected if its network angle-
averaged SNR is above the threshold of ⟨SNR⟩ = 10.

C. Detector networks and waveform model

In this work, we compare the results with several differ-
ent networks of XG detectors. Each network is a combina-
tion of at least two of the following detectors: a CE with
40 km arm length (CE40), a CE with 20 km arm length
(CE20), and ET in the triangular configuration [113]. The
PSDs of the detectors are plotted in Fig. 1. The PSDs,
locations and orientations of the two CE interferome-
ters correspond to the CE-A and CE-B configurations
of Ref. [106], respectively. We assume ET to be at the
current location of Virgo in Italy [114].

We consider four detector networks:

• An optimal network with three XG detectors (CE40-
CE20-ET). This corresponds to the best-case sce-
nario [115] and it is identical to the network of 3
XG detectors used in Ref. [106].

• Three comparison networks with two XG detectors,
either a combination of one CE and ET (CE40-
ET or CE20-ET, respectively) or a combination of
two CE interferometers without ET (CE40-CE20).
These networks can be compared to the networks
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FIG. 2. Angle-averaged SNR distribution as a function of source-frame masses and redshift for the optimal network (CE40-CE20-
ET) with a low-frequency cutoff fmin = 3Hz. Each panel corresponds to a different redshift and the dots represent detected
binaries, colored according to their SNR. The dashed black line corresponds to q = 10. The shaded areas correspond to regions
of mass ratio q < 1, which is unphysical, and q > 100, where our waveform model is unreliable.

with 2 XG detectors of Ref. [106]. (Technically,
the networks with 2 XG detectors in Ref. [106]
include also some of the current detectors in their
A# configuration. However these detectors are much
less sensitive at low frequencies, so we expect their
contribution to be minimal for the IMBH binaries
considered here.)

The low-frequency reach of ground-based detectors is
crucial to detect and characterize IMBH binaries. For
a nonrotating BH of mass M , the GW frequency at the
innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO) is given by [116]

fISCO ≈ 4.4Hz

(
1000M⊙

M

)
. (9)

This implies that most IMBH systems considered in this
study are expected to merge at GW frequencies ≲ 20Hz.
Forecast studies for XG detectors often assume a low-
frequency sensitivity cutoff fmin = 5Hz for CE [106],
and even fmin = 2Hz for ET [70, 117]. However, these
numbers might be optimistic, as they depend on the

specific technology adopted (see e.g. the discussion in
Ref. [113]). Moreover, correlated Newtonian noise might
be a serious impediment at frequencies ≲ 5Hz [118, 119].
To take into account these uncertainties, when we compare
different networks we investigate the impact of the low-
frequency sensitivity by considering three different values
of fmin, namely fmin = 3, 7, and 10Hz.

Throughout our study, we use the IMRPhenomXHM wave-
form model [120] to generate the GW signals, as it includes
higher-order modes that are expected to be important
for the detectability and parameter estimation of binaries
with IMBH components [65, 107]. The IMRPhenomXHM
model is limited to BH spins aligned with the orbital
angular momentum of the binary, and it does not account
for spin precession. However, the uncertainties on the
parameters of interest in this paper (source-frame masses,
redshift, and sky localization) are not strongly correlated
with those on the spin components orthogonal to the or-
bital angular momentum [121], so including precessional
effects will not dramatically change our results.
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FIG. 3. Angle-averaged relative errors as a function of source-frame masses and redshift for the optimal network (CE40-CE20-ET)
with a low-frequency cutoff fmin = 3Hz. Panels in the first row show the relative errors on the primary (source-frame) mass,
while panels in the second row show the relative error on redshift. The shaded regions correspond to mass ratios q < 1 and
q > 10, respectively.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we present our results. In Sec. IIIA
we show SNR and error estimates for the ideal case, i.e.,
for an optimal CE40-CE20-ET detector network with
fmin = 3Hz. In Sec. III B we show how the results are
affected by less optimistic choices of the detector network
and of the low-frequency cutoff.

A. Optimal detector network

In Fig. 2 we show the angle-averaged SNR distribution
over our parameter space for the resolved sources assuming
our optimal configuration: the CE40-CE20-ET network
with a low-frequency cutoff fmin = 3Hz. The SNR is plot-
ted as a function of source-frame masses m1,2 for different
redshifts. As expected, sources at lower redshifts have a
higher chance of being detected. Effectively, any binary
in our grid with both component masses ≲ 1000 M⊙ can
be detected up to redshift z ∼ 2, with the limiting fac-
tors being that sources with higher masses would merge
outside of the sensitivity band of the network. In general,
the detectors are more sensitive to comparable-mass sys-
tems. In particular, at redshift z = 0.5 (z = 2) the SNR

distribution shows a peak for comparable-mass binaries in
the range m1,2 = [500, 1000]M⊙ (m1,2 = [100, 800]M⊙),
which can be detected with SNR of O(1000) (O(300)).
The detectability degrades with redshift, but binaries
with component masses m1,2 ∼ 100M⊙ can be detected
at z = 7 with SNR ∼ 80, and the bottom left corner of
the parameter space is still observable at z = 15.

For binaries that are detectable, in Fig. 3 we plot the
angle-averaged relative error distribution on the source-
frame primary mass (top row) and redshift (bottom row).
We show only the relative errors on primary mass since
the errors on secondary mass are qualitatively similar.
As discussed in Sec. IIA, we further cut the parameter
space to exclude regions with q > 10, as current waveform
models are less reliable for higher mass ratios.

We find that, if a binary is detected, the source-frame
mass can be confidently constrained up to very high red-
shift by our optimal network. In particular, for systems
with component masses of O(1000)M⊙ or less, the pri-
mary mass can be measured with 0.1% accuracy or better
at z = 0.5, and 1% accuracy or better at z = 2. As the
redshift increases, fewer binaries can be observed and the
errors get larger. However, it is possible to reach O(10)%
accuracy for m1,2 ≲ 300M⊙, and the relative uncertainty
is still below 50% for systems with m1 ∼ 100M⊙ that are



6

102 103 104

m1 [M�]

101

102

103

104

m
2

[M
�

]

q > 10

q < 1

z = 0.1

102 103 104

m1 [M�]

z = 0.5

10−3 10−2 10−1 1 10 102 103
Ω [deg2]

FIG. 4. Angle-averaged 90% sky localization errors as a function of component masses. The left panel shows the sky localization
at z = 0.1, while the right panel shows the sky localization at z = 0.5.

detectable at redshift z = 15. These results showcase the
promise of XG detectors to provide conclusive evidence
of the existence of IMBHs with O(1000)M⊙ and to use
them for population studies (see e.g. Ref. [51]).

The errors on both masses and redshift get larger for
asymmetric binaries, showing the expected correlation
with the SNR distribution. Furthermore, the errors get
larger at the high-mass end of the detectable parameter
space, since for those systems only the merger and post-
merger phases of the signal are in band. Overall, redshift
measurements are less accurate than the measurements
of source-frame masses. Redshift is typically measured
to an exquisite precision of O(0.1)% at z = 0.5, and to
percent level at z = 2. However, we have uncertainties of
order ∼ 10% at z = 10, while the redshift is essentially
unconstrained at z = 15.

The ability to precisely infer binary parameters can
also crucially be exploited to probe cosmology [122, 123].
IMBH mergers can produce an electromagnetic counter-
part if they occur in a gaseous environment [124–126],
potentially allowing for bright-siren measurements of the
Hubble constant [127, 128]. Moreover, an accurate 3D
localization of binaries without a counterpart could al-
low us to identify the host galaxy [129] or to perform
cosmological measurements via correlations with galaxy
catalogs [130, 131]. In Fig. 4 we show the distribution
of the angle-averaged 90% sky localization error at red-
shifts z = 0.1 and z = 0.5. With our optimal network,
we can constrain the sky location to high precision. At
redshift z = 0.1 (0.5), effectively all the points with
m1,2 ≲ 3000M⊙ (≲ 1500M⊙) have sky areas Ω ≲ 1 deg2.
The errors get significantly worse at the high-end of the
mass spectrum, as signals become too short to allow for

an accurate localization of the source. Furthermore, at
z = 0.1 all systems with m1,2 ≲ 2000M⊙ are excep-
tionally well localized, with uncertainties ≲ 0.1 deg2. In
particular, for binaries with m1,2 ≲ 1000M⊙ and mass
ratios q < 4 we can reach sky localizations ≲ 0.01 deg2.
The localization accuracy is worse at z = 0.5, but there
is still a bulk of comparable-mass systems with masses
in the range [200, 700] M⊙ that can be localized with
uncertainties less than 0.1 deg2.

B. Network comparison

In this section, we assess how much the SNR and pa-
rameter estimation errors from the optimal XG network
considered above are affected by suboptimal choices of
the network and of the low-frequency sensitivity. As dis-
cussed in Sec. IIA, in this section we switch to a grid in
source-frame total mass and redshift, and for computa-
tional reasons, we perform the study only for two selected
values of the mass ratio (q = 1 and q = 10).

In Fig. 5 we show the horizon reach for three selected
values of the SNR threshold (SNR = 10, 100 and 1000,
shown with different line styles) as a function of the
total mass of the binary. The first row compares three
networks consisting of 2 XG interferometers: CE40-ET,
CE20-ET and CE40-CE20. In the second row we consider
again the optimal network CE40-CE20-ET studied in the
previous section, but we now change the low-frequency
cutoff from fmin = 3Hz to fmin = 7Hz and fmin =
10Hz. Under our assumptions, ET is the most sensitive
detector at frequencies ≲ 10Hz, which are crucial for
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FIG. 5. Angle-averaged horizon reach as a function of (source-frame) total mass. The different line styles correspond to different
SNR thresholds: 10, 100, and 1000. The left and right panels correspond to different mass ratios (q = 1 and q = 10, respectively).
The top row shows the horizon reach for different XG networks, shown with different colors, as indicated in the legend. The
bottom row shows the horizon for the optimal network with 3 XG detectors, but now different colors correspond to different
low-frequency cutoffs, as indicated in the legend.

high-mass sources. Both CE interferometers are instead
more sensitive in the frequency range [10, 100]Hz (with
CE40 performing better), which is more important at
the lower end of the mass spectrum considered here. As
a consequence, the CE40-ET network (purple lines in
the first row) is remarkably similar to the optimal CE40-
CE20-ET network (black lines in the second row) in terms
of detectability. Substituting CE40 with CE20 (green
lines in the top panels) produces a degradation in the
performance at lower masses. In the equal-mass case, the
CE20-ET network (green curve) has the lowest reach for
SNR = 100 (1000) when M ≲ 250M⊙ (800M⊙), while it
is comparable to CE40-ET for higher masses. The CE20-
ET network is comparable to CE40-ET at all values of M
for a threshold SNR = 10 (i.e., at high redshift), where the
contribution of ET dominates. For the same reason, the
CE40-CE20 network has the lowest reach for SNR = 100
(1000) when M ≳ 250M⊙ (800M⊙), as well as the worst
performance in terms of detectability reach (SNR = 10)
for most values of M .

In the second row of Fig. 5 we see that the largest
impact in terms of detectability is caused by a higher
low-frequency cutoff. Even for the optimal network CE40-
CE20-ET, the detectability reach corresponding to SNR =
10 for a M ∼ 500M⊙ (1000M⊙), q = 1 system decreases
quite dramatically from z ∼ 10 (5) for fmin = 3Hz,
to z ∼ 4 (2) for fmin = 7Hz and z ∼ 1.8 (0.8) for
fmin = 10Hz. Furthermore, networks with fmin = 7Hz
and fmin = 10Hz cannot detect any sources above ∼
2000M⊙ and ∼ 3000M⊙, respectively, even at the lowest

redshifts. However, the horizons at SNR = 100 (1000)
are fairly similar for all three values of fmin below masses
of 200M⊙ (600M⊙). The implication is that it is still
possible to have high-precision IMBH parameter inference
even for fmin = 10Hz, at least at the lower end of the
mass spectrum.

Having assessed the performance of the different net-
works in terms of detectability, we now compare the mea-
surement errors on various parameters.

In Fig. 6 we show the angle-averaged relative errors
on source-frame primary mass, ∆m1/m1, for different
networks and different choices of the low-frequency cutoff.
As before, we display only the errors on the primary mass,
because the errors on the secondary mass are qualitatively
similar. We focus on q = 1 binaries, for which we can
typically get better constraints (see Fig. 3).

In the top row of Fig. 6 we show how much the errors are
affected by a degradation of the low-frequency sensitivity
in the optimal network (CE40-CE20-ET). The parameter
space for which masses can be measured shrinks signif-
icantly as fmin increases: consistently with Fig. 5, the
detectability threshold moves to lower masses and lower
redshift as systems with high detector-frame mass start
merging outside of the network sensitivity band. For in-
stance, a binary with total mass M ∼ 1000M⊙ at redshift
z ∼ 2 would be observable with < 10% uncertainty in
m1 when fmin = 3Hz, while it would not be detected for
fmin = 7 or fmin = 10Hz. The maximum mass that can
be constrained shifts from ∼ 6000M⊙ for fmin = 3Hz,
to ∼ 2500M⊙ for fmin = 7Hz and ∼ 1800M⊙ for
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FIG. 6. Angle-averaged relative errors on source-frame primary mass as a function of total mass and redshift, for systems with
q = 1. Panels in the first row show the impact of a higher low-frequency cutoff on the optimal network CE40-CE20-ET. Panels
in the second row keep the low-frequency cutoff fixed at fmin = 3Hz but show results for our three comparison networks.

fmin = 10Hz. For systems with M ∼ 100M⊙, the hori-
zon redshift at which ∆m1/m1 < 0.1 is reduced from
z ∼ 18 to z ∼ 15 and z ∼ 12 for fmin = 3, 7 and 10Hz,
respectively. The region that allows for high-precision
measurements of the mass also gets remarkably smaller.
For systems with M ∼ 1000M⊙, the primary mass can
be measured with 0.1% (0.01%) accuracy or better up
to redshifts z ∼ 0.6 (0.1), ∼ 0.3 (0.02) and ∼ 0.2 (0.01)
for fmin = 3, 7, and 10Hz, respectively. However, in
the central regions of the parameter space the perfor-
mance does not get much worse. For sources that are
detectable for all values of fmin, the horizon for 1% ac-
curacy on mass is fairly close. Even in the worst-case
scenario (fmin = 10Hz), m1 can still be constrained to
subpercent level for binaries with M ∼ 500M⊙ up to
redshift z ∼ 2.

In the bottom row of Fig. 6 we compare different net-
works with 2 XG interferometers, assuming the ideal
low-frequency cutoff fmin = 3Hz. The key takeaway
from these plots is that the contribution of ET is crucial
for IMBH binaries due to its higher sensitivity at low
frequencies. The CE40-ET performs only slightly worse

than the optimal CE40-CE20-ET network. Mass measure-
ments progressively degrade as we move to the CE20-ET
and CE40-CE20 networks, with the latter performing the
worst. For a binary with total mass ∼ 100M⊙ (1000M⊙),
the horizon redshift at which ∆m1/m1 < 0.1 shrinks from
z ∼ 16 (3) for the CE40-ET network, to z ∼ 6 (2) for
CE20-ET and z ∼ 0.4 (1) for CE40-CE20. We observe
similar behavior for the high-precision measurement re-
gions, where the mass m1 for a binary with M = 1000M⊙
can be constrained with 0.1% (0.01%) accuracy or better
up to z ∼ 0.5 (0.1) for the CE40-ET network, z ∼ 0.2
(0.06) for CE20-ET, and 0.06 (0.01) for CE40-CE20.

It is well known that individual GW detectors measure
only redshifted masses, while tracing the merger history
of IMBHs requires also a measurement of the source
redshift. In Fig. 7 we show the relative error ∆z/z for
different choices of the low-frequency sensitivity limit (top
row) and different XG detector networks (bottom row).
As in Fig. 3, we find that redshift errors are typically
larger than mass measurement errors in all cases. As we
observed in Fig. 6, increasing fmin significantly shrinks the
available parameter space of sources that merge in band,
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FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 6, but for angle-averaged relative errors on redshift.

and whose parameters can be measured. The redshift of
an IMBH system with M ∼ 1000M⊙ can be constrained
with ≲ 10% precision up to redshift ∼ 3 for fmin = 3Hz,
while the binary would not be detectable at all at such
redshifts when fmin = 7 or 10Hz. For observed binaries
that are far away from the boundaries of the parameter
space, however, the constraints in redshift get only slightly
worse with increasing fmin (the horizons shown in the
three different panels of the top row are fairly close to
each other). The most significant degradation happens
at high redshifts: for binaries with total mass of order
O(100)M⊙, the horizon for which ∆z/z ≲ 0.1 goes from
z ∼ 17 for fmin = 3Hz to z ∼ 15 for fmin = 7Hz, and to
z ∼ 12 for fmin = 10Hz.

By comparing different detector networks (bottom row
of Fig. 7), we find once again that the CE40-ET network
performs only slightly worse than the optimal CE40-CE20-
ET network. Redshift errors become larger and larger
as we consider the CE20-ET and the CE40-CE20 net-
works, respectively. In particular, the CE40-ET network
is capable of high-precision redshift measurements with
accuracies ≲ 0.1% up to z ∼ 0.2 for a ∼ 1000M⊙ sys-
tem. This region is reduced to z ∼ 0.09 for the CE20-ET
network, while it disappears completely for CE40-CE20.

Even more importantly, the horizon at which the redshift
can be confidently measured is significantly affected by
the choice of network. The CE40-ET network can infer
the redshift of binaries of M ∼ 100M⊙ (1000M⊙) with
≲ 10% uncertainty up to z ∼ 15 (4); the CE20-ET net-
work can do so up to z ∼ 5 (2.5), while the CE40-CE20
can reach this precision only up to z ∼ 0.1 (0.4).

Finally, in Fig. 8 we compare the performance of dif-
ferent XG networks and the effect of different choices of
fmin in terms of sky localization. Once again, increasing
the low-frequency cutoff reduces the reach in mass and
redshift, but the performance on sources that are resolved
is similar across all values of fmin. The sky location of
a binary of ∼ 3000M⊙ can be measured within 1 deg2

or better up to z ∼ 0.4 with the optimal network and
fmin = 3Hz, while the binary is not detectable at all with
the same network and fmin = 7 or 10Hz. A system of
∼ 2000M⊙ can be localized within less than 1 deg2 up to
z ∼ 0.5 for fmin = 3Hz and z ∼ 0.4 for fmin = 7Hz, but
it would not be observed at all if fmin = 10Hz. However,
binaries of ∼ 800M⊙ (100M⊙) can be localized within
less than 1 deg2 up to at least z ∼ 0.8 (0.5) by the optimal
network for all values of fmin.

The left panel compares different networks with 2 XG
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source-frame mass and redshift. Here we focus on equal-mass binaries (q = 1). In the left panel, we compare the three networks
of 2 XG detectors, while in the right panel, we show the effect of increasing the low-frequency cutoff on our optimal network.

detectors at fixed fmin = 3Hz. Once again, the perfor-
mance in the CE40-ET case is only slightly worse than the
optimal CE40-CE20-ET network shown in the right panel.
For binaries with total mass ∼ 1000M⊙ (100M⊙), the
horizon for ≲ 1 deg2 sky localization goes from z ∼ 0.9
(0.5) with CE40-CE20-ET to z ∼ 0.7 (0.4) with CE40-ET.
The constraints are significantly worse for the CE20-ET
and (even more so) for the CE40-CE20 network. In the
former case, binaries with M ∼ 1000M⊙ (100M⊙) could
be localized within ≲ 1 deg2 up to z ∼ 0.15; in the latter,
the horizon reaches only up to z ∼ 0.03 and z ∼ 0.015 for
∼ 1000M⊙ and 100M⊙, respectively. This would limit
follow-up campaigns only to rare, close-by sources.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have assessed the detectability of
binaries with at least one IMBH, and the measurability
of their parameters, with XG observatories.

Since IMBH formation mechanisms are highly uncer-
tain, we have performed an agnostic parameter scan by
considering a log-uniform grid in masses and a uniform
grid in redshift. We have used a Fisher information ma-
trix formalism to estimate errors on source-frame masses,
redshift, and sky localization by averaging over sky po-
sition, orbital inclination, and polarization angle. We
have first computed PE errors as a function of the binary
component masses m1,2 at different redshifts for an opti-
mal network of 3 XG detectors, assuming a low-frequency
sensitivity cutoff of fmin = 3Hz. We then compared the
detectability reach and measurement errors that would
result from suboptimal (two-detector) networks and more
pessimistic choices of the low-frequency cutoff.

The optimal network can constrain component masses
for systems of m1,2 ∼ 1000M⊙ with ≲ 0.1% errors at
z = 0.5, and ≲ 1% errors at z = 2. Such heavy systems
merge outside the sensitivity band of XG detectors at high

redshifts, but it is still possible to constrain the masses
of binaries with m1,2 ≲ 300M⊙ with ≲ 10% uncertainty
at z = 10. For binaries with component masses m1,2 ∼
1000M⊙, the redshift can be measured with percent-level
accuracy or better at z = 2, and it can still be measured
with O(10)% accuracy for m1,2 ≲ 300M⊙ binaries at
z = 10. As long as IMBH merger rates are large enough,
this suggests that XG detectors could provide a census
of the lower end of the IMBH mass spectrum throughout
cosmic history, thus shedding light on their population
and astrophysical formation scenarios.

Low-redshift binaries with z ≲ 0.1 (≲ 0.5) can be
localized within 0.1 deg2 (1 deg2) for m1,2 ≲ 2000M⊙
(≲ 1000M⊙), and within 0.01 deg2 (0.1 deg2) for compa-
rable mass systems. The sky localization is good enough
that it may be possible to cross-correlate GW searches
with galaxy catalogs and search for electromagnetic coun-
terparts to IMBH mergers.

We find that the low-frequency sensitivity of the detec-
tors is crucial for both the detection and PE of IMBH
binaries. Degrading the low-frequency cutoff from 3 to 7
or 10Hz significantly reduces the reach of the detectors
in both mass and redshift. For example, an equal-mass
binary with total mass M ∼ 1000M⊙ at z = 2 can be
detected with percent-level uncertainties in both compo-
nent masses and redshift for fmin = 3Hz, while it would
not be detectable at all for fmin = 7 or 10Hz. However,
lower-mass IMBH binaries with M ∼ 500M⊙ can be ob-
served with subpercent level errors in both component
masses and redshift up to z ∼ 2, even in the worst-case
scenario in which fmin = 10Hz.

The sensitivity of individual detectors also plays an
important role. Among the interferometers we consid-
ered, ET is the most sensitive at frequencies ≲ 10Hz,
while CE40 is the most sensitive in the range [10, 100]Hz.
This implies that ET plays a dominant role for IMBHs
with high detector-frame masses, while CE40 is the most
valuable detector at the lower-mass end. For this reason,
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a CE40-ET network is only marginally worse than the
optimal CE40-CE20-ET network at constraining masses
and redshift. Parameter estimation errors are slightly
worse for the CE20-ET network, while a hypothetical
network consisting only of two CEs (CE40-CE20) would
have the worst performance among networks consisting
of 2 XG detectors, constraining IMBH binary masses and
redshift with ≲ 10% errors only for z ≲ 1. For an IMBH
binary with M ∼ 1000M⊙, the optimal CE40-CE20-ET
network can reach sky localization precision below 1 deg2

up to z ∼ 0.9; CE40-ET, up to z ∼ 0.7; CE20-ET, up to
z ∼ 0.15; and CE40-CE20, only up to z ∼ 0.015.

In conclusion, we wish to point out some important
caveats. First of all, we modeled the instrumental noise
by only taking into account the detector PSD, but the
mass and redshift reach for high-mass systems are cur-
rently affected by noise glitches that can mimic short
signals [65]. This is likely to be the case for XG detec-
tors as well, especially for signals that merge close to
the low-frequency sensitivity limit. For this reason, our
horizon estimates for detectable sources are somewhat
optimistic. Moreover, the presence of confusion noise due
to overlapping signals at low frequencies can further limit
the reach of the detectors [117] and slightly worsen the
parameter estimation errors of resolved signals [132–134].
We leave a detailed exploration of these effects, and more

detailed comparisons to full Bayesian PE studies such as
Ref. [107], to future work.
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