
Comparison of global networks of
third-generation gravitational-wave
detectors

Michele Maggiore ,1,2 Francesco Iacovelli ,1,2 Enis Belgacem ,1,2

Michele Mancarella ,3 Niccolò Muttoni 1,2
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Abstract. We study the performances of a world-wide network made by a European third-
generation gravitational-wave (GW) detector, together with a 40-km Cosmic Explorer detec-
tor in the US, considering three scenarios for the European detector: (1) Einstein Telescope
(ET) in its 10-km triangle configuration; (2) ET in its configuration featuring two 15-km
L-shaped detectors in different sites, still taken to have all other ET characteristics (under-
ground, and with each detector made of a high-frequency interferometer and a cryogenic
low-frequency interferometer); (3) A single L-shaped underground interferometer with the
ET amplitude spectral density, either with 15 km or with 20 km arm length. Overall, we
find that, if a 2L configuration should be retained for ET, the network made by a single-L
European underground detector together with CE-40km could already provide a very inter-
esting intermediate step toward the construction of a full 2L+CE network, and is in any case
superior to a 10-km triangle not inserted in an international network.
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1 Introduction

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) in the last few years has opened a new way
of observing the Universe [1–9]. A new generation of ground-based GW detectors, referred
as third-generation (3G) or next-generation GW detectors, is under study, to overcome the
limitations imposed by current detector infrastructures. The European project is Einstein
Telescope (ET) [10–12], while the US community effort is represented by the Cosmic Explorer
(CE) project [13–15].

Several studies have been conducted in the last few years, to compare the scientific
potential of various 3G detector networks [16, 17] (see also refs. [18–21] for follow-up studies
elaborating on various aspects of ref. [17], and refs. [22, 23] for studies of the capabilities of
further 3G network configurations). In particular, in ref. [17] two different geometries for ET
were compared, a single-site triangular geometry made of 3 nested detectors (with each detec-
tor made by a high-frequency interferometer and a cryogenic low-frequency interferometer),
and a network made of two identical L-shaped detectors (‘2L’ in the following), located in
two different sites within Europe, but still underground, and both made by a high-frequency
interferometer and a cryogenic low-frequency interferometer. These different configurations
for ET were considered in a ET-only scenario, as well as in a broader world-wide network
including also a single 40-km Cosmic Explorer (CE) detector, or two CE detectors with
arm-lengths of 20 and 40 km, respectively.

Recently, a report of the NSFMPS AC Subcommittee on Next-Generation Gravitational-
Wave Detector Concepts [15] included a network of a single CE-40km together with ET
(which was considered in the triangle configuration) in a list of recommended world-wide
next-generation networks.1 The performance of such a network, as well as of a network made
by a single CE-40km together with ET in its 2L configuration, was already discussed in detail
in [17]. In this paper, we extend the analysis to the situation in which the European detector
is made of just a single L-shaped underground detector, with the amplitude spectral density
(ASD) of ET, and 15 km or 20 km arm-length. Such a network could also be seen as an
intermediate step toward the realization of a larger world-wide detector network, featuring a

1Note, however, that the baseline configuration for the CE project is a pair of detectors, one with 20 km
arms and the other with 40 km arms; see [22] for an exhaustive study of the different CE configurations, with
and without ET.
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Figure 1. Amplitude spectral densities (ASDs) used in this work. Note that the ASDs are always
defined as if we had a single L-shaped detector of the given arm-length; for the triangle, they are then
combined as discussed in [17].

2L ET configuration together with a 40-km CE detector. Therefore, we consider the following
configurations:

• ET in the 10-km triangle configuration (denoted ET-∆), together with a single 40-km
CE located in the US.

• ET in the configuration of two underground L-shaped detectors with 15 km arms,
together with a single 40-km CE located in the US.

• A single L-shaped underground detector with the ASD of ET, with 15 km arms, together
with a single 40-km CE located in the US.

• A single L-shaped underground detector with the ASD of ET, with 20 km arms, together
with a single 40-km CE located in the US.

We will denote these networks, respectively, as (ET-∆ + CE-40km), (ET-2L + CE-40km),
(1L15 km

EU + CE-40km) and (1L20 km
EU + CE-40km).2 The results for (ET-∆ + CE-40km) and

(ET-2L + CE-40km) were already shown in [17], and here we will plot them together with
the results for (1L15 km

EU + CE-40km) and (1L20 km
EU + CE-40km), which are new. Note that, in

ref. [17], the ET-2L case was studied both when the two L-shaped detectors are misaligned,
with a relative angle close to 45◦, and when they are parallel. Here, in order not to overburden
the plots, we will only show the results for (ET-2L + CE-40km) when ET-2L are in the

2We purposely refrain from using a label “ET” for the latter two configurations, reserving it to the currently
officially recognized ET configurations, i.e. triangle or 2L. Concerning the locations, we place for definiteness
the triangle in the Sardinia candidate site, but essentially no significant difference would be obtained putting
it in the Meuse-Rhine (EMR) candidate site. In the ET-2L configuration we put the two L-shaped detectors
in the Sardinia and EMR candidate sites; basically the same results would be obtained using the Sardinia
candidate site and the recently proposed candidate site in Saxony, since the cord distances are very similar, see
footnote 52 in [17]. In the 1L case, we put the single L in the Sardinia candidate site, but again, at the level
of our analysis, no significant difference would be obtained putting it in the Meuse-Rhine (EMR) candidate
site. For the 40-km CE in the US, we use for definiteness the location and orientation in Table III of [24].
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misaligned configuration, which provides the best results for compact binary coalescences;
when we wish to emphasize this, we will actually denote this configuration as (ET-2L-mis +
CE-40km), otherwise, in the interest of readability, we will just use the notation (ET-2L +
CE-40km). We will instead use a generic orientation with respect to the CE detector in the
US (we use the same orientations as in [17]). In the (1LEU + CE-40km) configurations, we
will set the two detector at 45◦ with respect to the great circle joining them.

Of course, these three networks have different levels of complexity. The ET-∆ config-
uration involves 3 nested detectors of 10 km arms, ET-2L involves two detectors with 15
km arms, and the single-L just one detector, of 15-km or 20 km arms (where, in all cases,
a detector is actually made by two interferometers, a low-frequency and a high-frequency
interferometer, so ET-∆ is made of 6 interferometers, ET-2L of 4, and the single L of 2).3

We already know from the study in [17] that, for coalescing binaries, the ET-2L-15km config-
uration performs better than the 10-km triangle when they are both considered in isolation,
and that the differences become less evident when they are put in a network with a 40-km
CE.

Obviously, the configuration with a single L is bound to be less performant than the
2L configuration or the triangle, but our aim is to understand how much we lose in term of
science, with the single-L detector, for example in case of delay in the implementation of the
full European ET network or in case of prolonged absence of one of the two ET nodes, in a
scenario that also features a 40-km CE.

We will also compare with the results that can be obtained with the ET-∆ configuration
not inserted in a network with CE, as well as with the results that could be obtained by
the most advanced 2G detector network, namely LIGO Hanford, LIGO Livingston, Virgo,
KAGRA and LIGO India, using the publicly available best sensitivities that are planned to
be achieved by the end of the O5 run [25]. We denote this network as LVKI O5.

Our methodology (astrophysical populations, parameter estimation codes, waveforms,
etc.) is identical to the one already followed in Section 3 of ref. [17], whom we refer the
reader for more details. In particular, for compact binary coalescences, we perform parameter
estimation in the Fisher matrix approximation, using the GWFAST code [26, 27].4

2 Results

In this section we present the results of the analysis. The structure of the plots and the
definition of the various observables are the same as in [17, 23, 26].

2.1 Horizons

Figure 2 shows the detection horizons for equal-mass non-spinning coalescing binaries, as a
function of the total mass of the binary, for the 3G networks considered and, for comparison,

3We stick to the recommended terminology from the 2020 ET Design Report Update, https://apps.

et-gw.eu/tds/?r=18715: the high-frequency (HF) and low-frequency (LF) interferometers that make the
so-called “xylophone” configuration are indeed referred to as “interferometers”. The combination of a HF
interferometer and a LF interferometer (whether in a L-shaped geometry, or with arms at 60◦ as in the
triangle configuration) is called a “detector”. The whole ensemble of detectors is called an “observatory”.

4Recently, the effect of correlated noise on parameter estimation has been studied in [28]. Although the
results in [28] apply to 2 colocated L-shaped detectors, and not to the triangle configuration, when using the
realistic coherence values found in [29], they would point toward the fact that, for parameter estimation of
coalescing binaries, correlated noise can be neglected. Correlated noise are, however, significant for stochastic
backgrounds in the triangle configuration, as discussed in Section 5.4 of ref. [17], and as we will discuss again
below.
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Figure 2. Detector horizons for equal mass, non-spinning binaries for the various detector geometries
considered. In each panel we also add, for comparison, LVKI O5.

Detector configuration zhor(2.7 M⊙)

ET-∆ + 1CE 8.5
ET-2L-mis + 1CE 9.0

1L15 km
EU + 1CE-mis 8.1

1L20 km
EU + 1CE-mis 8.3

ET-∆ 3.3

LVKI O5 0.3

Table 1. Horizon redshifts for equal mass non-spinning binaries evaluated at a source-frame total
mass Mtot = 2.7 M⊙ for the various configurations considered.

also for ET-∆ and LVKI O5. We see that, in terms of detection horizons, all the 3G con-
figurations are quite similar (except for ET-∆ in isolation, which is less performant at low
masses), and allow us to make a large jump with respect to the best possible 2G detector
network. In particular, for Mtot = 2.7 M⊙, a typical value for the total mass of a BNS, the
values of the horizons are given in Table 1. We see that, in all cases, the horizons are well
beyond the peak of the star formation rate, at zp ∼ 2−3, and basically cover the whole range
of redhsifts relevant for BNS.

2.2 Parameter reconstruction for BBHs

The results from the accuracy of parameter reconstruction for BBHs is shown in Fig. 3.
Table 2 gives, more quantitatively, the number of detections with some cuts on angular
localization or on luminosity distance. Here and in the following, all the results are given for
one year of data, with the duty cycle computed as in [17].

As expected, among the world-wide networks, the hierarchy is that the best results
come from (ET-2L-mis + CE-40km), followed by (ET-∆ + CE-40km), and then by (1LEU +
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BBH

Detector
configuration

Detections with
∆Ω90% ≤ ∆dL/dL ≤

1 deg2 10 deg2 5× 10−3 10−2

ET-∆ + 1CE 2 447 29 924 395 2 901
ET-2L-mis + 1CE 3 743 36 457 575 4 301

1L15 km
EU + 1CE-mis 1 557 19 433 199 1 603

1L20 km
EU + 1CE-mis 2 077 23 185 283 2 116

ET-∆ 35 914 2 28

LVKI O5 38 599 1 1

Table 2. Number of detected BBH sources at the considered networks, with different cuts on the sky
localization and relative error on the luminosity distance. The results are given for one year of data,
with the duty cycle computed as in [17].

CE-40km) [with (1L20 km
EU + CE-40km) only marginally better than (1L15 km

EU + CE-40km)],
but we see that the results are quite similar among these 3G global networks: the differences
among the configurations are in general within about a factor of 2, and all these configurations
provide a large jump compared to 2G detectors. As far as BBHs are concerned, the (1LEU

+ CE-40km) option therefore appears to maintain a relevant scientific output, also in the
version with 15 km arms. A similar conclusion emerges from Figure 4, which gives the
redshift distribution of BBH golden events, i.e. events detected with especially high SNR,
or especially good accuracy on luminosity distance, or especially good angular localization.
We also observe that each of these international network is better than ET-∆ in isolation,
particularly for angular localization and luminosity distance.

2.3 Parameter reconstruction for BNSs

The corresponding results for BNSs are shown in Figure 5. From this we see that, while the
results for the SNR distribution and for the accuracy of reconstruction of the chirp mass Mc,
of the symmetric mass ratio η, and of the tidal deformability Λ̃ are similar among the 3G
world-wide networks considered, a large difference appears in angular localization, luminosity
distance, orbit inclination θJN and polarization angle ψ, where the (ET-2L-mis + CE-40km)
and (ET-∆ + CE-40km) configurations are better than (1LEU + CE-40km) by one order of
magnitude. This is also shown, for some specific cuts on angular localization or on luminosity
distance, in Table 3. The corresponding results for “golden events” are shown in Figure 6.

It is also interesting to observe that the (1LEU + CE-40km) configurations are, in
turn, significantly better than the triangle in isolation, in particular for angular localization,
luminosity distance and polarization angle.
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Figure 3. Cumulative distributions of the number of detections per year, for the SNRs and for the
error on the parameters, for BBH signals, for the various detector configurations considered.
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Figure 4. Redshift distribution of BBHs detected with SNR ≥ 100 (left column), or relative error
on the luminosity distance ∆dL/dL ≤ 0.05 (central column), or sky location ∆Ω90% ≤ 10 deg2 (right
column) for the various detector configurations considered.

BNS

Detector
configuration

Detections with
∆Ω90% ≤ ∆dL/dL ≤

10 deg2 100 deg2 5× 10−2 10−1

ET-∆ + 1CE 2 427 54 994 535 4 100
ET-2L-mis + 1CE 3 838 75 828 1 040 7 949

1L15 km
EU + 1CE-mis 252 5 388 59 347

1L20 km
EU + 1CE-mis 391 7 852 90 506

ET-∆ 8 184 8 52

LVKI O5 31 51 0 1

Table 3. Number of detected BNS sources at the considered networks, with different cuts on the sky
localization and relative error on the luminosity distance. The results are given for one year of data,
with the duty cycle computed as in [17].
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Figure 5. Cumulative distributions of the number of detections per year, for the SNRs and for the
error on the parameters, for BNS signals, for the various detector configurations considered.
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Figure 6. Redshift distribution of BNSs detected with SNR ≥ 30 (left column), relative error on
the luminosity distance ∆dL/dL ≤ 0.2 (central column), or sky location ∆Ω90% ≤ 100 deg2 (right
column) for the various detector configurations considered.
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Figure 7. Accumulation of the SNR in the various 3G network configurations, for a source with
the properties of the BNS GW170817, as the signal sweeps up in frequency. The upper horizontal
scale gives the corresponding time to merger. Observe that, for this system, the merger takes place
at about 2 kHz, see e.g. Figure 2 of [26].

2.4 Pre-merger alerts

We next consider the ability of the various networks to provide an alert to electromagnetic
telescopes before the merger.

Figure 7 shows how the SNR would accumulate in the various 3G networks considered,
for an event with the characteristics of GW170817, as the signal sweeps up in frequency.
For this event, which was very close in distance, all world-wide 3G network configurations
considered have similar performances and rapidly reach a very large SNR. A SNR larger than
a detection threshold, say set at SNR = 12, is reached in all case about 10 hours prior to
merger.

For multi-messenger studies, however, we also need to get a good angular resolution
before merger, in order to give to electromagnetic observatories at least some localization
information, and sufficiently early. Table 4 shows the number of BNSs detected with SNR ≥
12 and different cuts on the sky localization, at 30 min, 10 min and 1 min prior to merger,
for the various network configurations considered. We show separately the BNS detections
where the orbit has a generic inclination, and those close to face-on, defined as those such
that Θ ≡ min{ι, 180◦ − ι} is smaller than 15◦, which can result more likely in coincident
γ-ray burst (GRB) detections.

The results reflect the trends observed in Figure 5 for angular localization, with the (ET-
2L-mis + CE-40km) and (ET-∆ + CE-40km) configurations better than (1LEU + CE-40km)
by one order of magnitude, and the latter significantly better than ET-∆ in isolation.

2.5 Stochastic backgrounds

Finally, we consider the sensitivity to stochastic GW backgrounds (SGWBs) of these config-
urations.
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BNS

Detector
configuration

Time before
merger Orientation

Detections with ∆Ω90% ≤
10 deg2 100 deg2 1000 deg2 all sky

ET-∆ + 1CE

30 min
All Θ 1 25 229 418

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 0 5 37

10 min
All Θ 11 234 1 888 2 493

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 9 64 233

1 min
All Θ 77 2 140 22 906 33 042

Θ ≤ 15◦ 3 76 790 3 136

ET-2L-mis + 1CE

30 min
All Θ 0 41 307 875

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 0 9 82

10 min
All Θ 10 363 2 521 4 542

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 10 79 417

1 min
All Θ 101 2 824 27 880 42 804

Θ ≤ 15◦ 7 82 909 4 057

1L15 km
EU + 1CE-mis

30 min
All Θ 0 10 59 399

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 1 2 35

10 min
All Θ 0 41 373 2 374

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 1 14 229

1 min
All Θ 8 229 2 343 30 344

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 9 98 2 861

1L20 km
EU + 1CE-mis

30 min
All Θ 0 12 96 757

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 0 0 69

10 min
All Θ 2 59 535 3 637

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 2 25 342

1 min
All Θ 15 346 3 268 35 086

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 14 103 3 318

ET-∆

30 min
All Θ 0 8 39 345

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 0 2 31

10 min
All Θ 0 28 125 1 544

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 2 4 153

1 min
All Θ 4 79 372 7 599

Θ ≤ 15◦ 0 3 9 767

Table 4. Number of BNS detected with SNR ≥ 12 and different cuts on the sky localization at
30 min, 10 min and 1 min prior to merger for the various detector configurations studied in this work.
We further report the numbers both for all the sources in the catalog and the sub-sample of sources
having an angle Θ ≤ 15◦, which can result more likely in coincident GRB detections.
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Figure 8. Power-law integrated sensitivity curves for h2 Ωgw(f) for the various configurations studied.
These are computed assuming an observational time Tobs = 1 yr and an SNR threshold of 1. We
further report some SGWB examples, namely a flat-in-frequency background with different amplitudes
and the AGWB generated by our 1 yr catalogs of BBHs and BNSs. The PLS are computed assuming
uncorrelated noise among the detectors of a given network which, particularly for the triangle, might
lead to a significant overestimate of the actual sensitivity to stochastic backgrounds, especially at low
frequencies.

Detector
configuration

SNR for
flat SGWB, h2Ωgw = AGWB

10−10 10−11 10−12 all BBH all BNS

ET-∆ + 1CE 358.8 35.9 3.6 828.7 234.9
ET-2L-mis + 1CE 285.3 28.5 2.9 698.7 199.7

1L15 km
EU + 1CE-mis 49.9 5.0 0.5 145.0 42.7

1L20 km
EU + 1CE-mis 60.1 6.0 0.6 175.2 51.6

ET-∆ 285.2 28.5 2.9 621.6 174.5

Table 5. SNRs at the various detector configurations for different stochastic background sources in
an observational time Tobs = 1 yr. The columns 2, 3 and 4 show the results for a flat-in-frequency
SGWB with different amplitudes, the fifth and sixth column for the superposition of all the BBH and
BNS signals present in our 1 yr catalogs, respectively. All results assume uncorrelated noise among
the detectors of a given network.

The sensitivity to stochastic background can be expressed in terms of the power-law in-
tegrated sensitivity (PLS) introduced in [30] (see also App. A of [17] for conventions and def-
initions). Figure 8 shows the PLS of the various network configurations studied, expressed in
terms of h2Ωgw(f) where, as usual, Ωgw(f) = (1/ρc)dρgw/d log f , ρc = 3H2

0/(8πG) is the crit-
ical density for closing the Universe, and h is defined from H0 = h× (100 km s−1Mpc−1) [31].

An important caveat, when interpreting the PLS shown in Figure 8, is that these are
obtained assuming that the noise in the different detectors are uncorrelated. More precisely,
the output in the i-th detector can be written as si(t) = ni(t) + hi(t), where ni(t) is the
noise of the i-th detector and hi(t) the projection of the GW signal onto the i-th detector.
Let us recall that, if the noise between two different detectors is uncorrelated, the noise-noise
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correlator only grows with the observation time T as
√
T (as in a random walk) while the

GW signal, which is correlated between the two detectors, grows as T (see e.g. Section 7.8.3
of [32] for more accurate discussion). In this way, correlating the output of two detectors and
integrating for a long time, we can extract a small signal from a much larger noise. As an
order-of-magnitude estimate, correlating for a time T the output of two detectors with a useful
bandwidth ∆f , we gain a factor of order

√
2T∆f in sensitivity (see eq. 7.246 of [32]). Setting

for instance ∆f of order of a few hundred Hz, and T = 1 yr, we then gain a factor O(105)
in sensitivity. The curves in Figure 8 have indeed been computed assuming uncorrelated
noise, and integrating for 1 yr. If, however, a noise is correlated, also the corresponding
noise-noise correlator will grow as T rather than

√
T . In this case, if in some frequency range

a correlated noise is above a GW stochastic signal, we can integrate for as long as we want,
but it will remain above the signal. This problem is especially important for the triangle,
with its three colocated interferometers. In particular, correlated noise are expected at low
frequencies, because of Newtonian, seismic and magnetic noise, see [29, 33] and Section 5.4.1
of [17]. This means that, at low frequencies, the actual sensitivity of the triangle to stochastic
GW backgrounds could actually be up to five orders of magnitude worse than that shown in
Figure 8. The actual sensitivity is in fact difficult to compute, because it depends strongly on
the level of correlated noise between the interferometers of the triangle configuration, which
is difficult to predict before constructing and commissioning the detector. However, ref. [29],
reports correlations of several hundreds meters to a few kilometers in underground seismic
measurements from the ET candidate sites, and also elsewhere, in the frequency range from
0.01 to 40 Hz. From this, they project that the effect of correlated Newtonian noise from
body waves on the sensitivity of ET in the triangle configurations will be severely degraded
at least up to 20 Hz. Even if, to some extent, some correlated noise will be present even
between two well-separated L-shaped detectors, in this case the problem will be much less
severe, and in particular the correlation of seismic noise will be negligible in the ET frequency
band.

In Figure 8 we also show, for comparison, the current best estimate of the astrophysical
GW background (AGWB) obtained from the superposition of all BBH signals, and that
obtained from all BNS signals (computed as in Section 5.3 of [17], see also [34, 35]). To
guide the eye, we further draw horizontal lines corresponding to a stochastic background
where h2Ωgw is flat in frequency, and chosen to have the values 10−10, 10−11, or 10−12.
Signals for which h2Ωgw is approximately constant in f , at least over the range of frequencies
explored by ground-based GW detectors, emerge rather naturally in cosmology, where typical
spectra extend over many more decades in frequency, and the range explored by ground-based
detectors is comparatively small; an explicit example is provided by some models for cosmic
strings, see e.g. Figure 63 of [17]. The SNR for a given stochastic background signal is then
computed as in Section 7.8.3 of [32]. The results are shown in Table 5 where, again, we
have assumed uncorrelated noise, so the results for the triangle might actually be a gross
overestimate of the actual sensitivity.

3 Conclusions

In this paper we have studied the performances of a global international network made by a
single 40 km CE detector in the US, together with a European third-generation GW detector.
For the latter, we have examined three different options: the two reference configurations
for ET, namely a 10 km triangle and a 15-km 2L, and also a 1L configuration, in which in
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Europe there is only a single underground L-shaped detector with the ASD of ET. We have
denoted these configuration, respectively, as (ET-∆ + CE-40km), (ET-2L + CE-40km) and
(1LEU + CE-40km). In the latter case, we have considered both 15 km or 20 km arms for
the 1LEU detector.

From the point of view of the science case, the main conclusions that emerge from the
comparison of these configurations are as follows.

• For the detection horizons, the differences between these configurations are marginal,
see Figure 2. All these networks will detect compact binaries up to similar distances,
and over the same range of binary masses, from subsolar masses (a potential smoking-
gun signature of primordial BHs) to BHs with masses of several thousands M⊙, which
provide the bridge toward supermassive BHs.

• For BBHs, the results for parameter estimations are comparable among these networks,
within factors of order 2, with (ET-2L + CE-40km) always providing the best results,
followed by (ET-∆ + CE-40km) and then by (1LEU + CE-40km); see Figures 3 and
4. This, combined with the results for detector horizons, implies that all aspects of
the science case concerning BH astrophysics (demography, origin) are not significantly
affected in the (1LEU + CE-40km) configuration, nor is the possibility of detecting
and characterizing subsolar-mass primordial BHs or intermediate-mass BH. Similarly,
the perspectives for extracting cosmological information by treating BHs as dark sirens
(using either the correlation with galaxy catalogs or features in the mass function) are
not significantly degraded, as well as the potential for studying deviations from General
Relativity or the existence of compact objects from ringdown tests.

• For BNSs the situation is different. We see from Figure 5 that the SNR distribution,
and the reconstruction of masses and tidal deformabilities are not very sensitive to the
configuration. Therefore, all aspects of the science cased involving NS demography, as
well as those related to the extraction of nuclear physics information from measure-
ment of the tidal deformability, would be broadly preserved in the (1LEU + CE-40km)
configuration.

In contrast, the (1LEU + CE-40km) configuration is one order of magnitude less perfor-
mant than (ET-∆ + CE-40km) and (ET-2L + CE-40km) on the number of events with
given angular localization and with given resolution on the luminosity distance. This
could impact multi-messenger astronomy and the possibility of providing pre-merger
alerts. For instance, we see from Table 4 that the number of BNSs detected 10 min
before merger with a localization better than 100 deg2 (in our sample realization and
in 1 yr, for our choice of duty cycle) is 363 for (ET-2L + CE-40km), 234 for (ET-∆
+ CE-40km), and only 41 for (1LEU + CE-40km). From this point of view it should
however be observed that, most likely, electromagnetic telescopes will in any case be
able to perform a follow-up of only a limited number of events per year. With (1LEU

+ CE-40km) we will also have a reduction in the number of the events with partic-
ularly good localization, as we see looking at the tails of the distribution in ∆Ω90%

in Figure 5. For instance, we can ask what is the cut ∆Ωcut that we can impose on
angular resolution such that we remain with, say, 10 events with ∆Ω90% < ∆Ωcut (we
consider a set of 10 events because looking only at the very best event will be too
sensitive to statistical fluctuations associated to our sample realization); then, we find
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that ∆Ωcut ≃ 1 deg2 for (1LEU + CE-40km), while ∆Ωcut ≃ 0.2 deg2 for (ET-∆ +
CE-40km) and ∆Ωcut ≃ 0.1 deg2 for (ET-2L + CE-40km).

• The sensitivity of the various configurations to stochastic backgrounds is shown in the
left panel of Figure 8. The (1LEU + CE-40km) configuration improves significantly
with respect to 2G detectors, but is clearly less performant than (ET-∆ + CE-40km)
or (ET-2L + CE-40km). As discussed, however, the sensitivity of the configuration
involving ET-∆ could be significantly degraded by correlated noise among the colocated
detectors, especially at low frequencies.

• Finally, we have found that, for coalescing binaries, a (1LEU + CE-40km) international
network provides results that are significantly better than ET-∆ in isolation. On the
one hand, this could have been expected because of the large inter-continental baseline
of (1LEU + CE-40km); on the other hand, this is non-trivial, considering that ET-∆
is made of six interferometers, while (1LEU + CE-40km) only of three (two making up
1LEU, and one in CE, that only has a single interferometer per detector).

To sum up, these results indicate that, in an international context in which the US
community builds a single 40-km CE in the US, to be set in a network with ET, from the
purely scientific point of view the European network should be based on the (ET-∆ + CE-
40km) or (ET-2L + CE-40km) configurations, that provide the best results. When correlated
with a 40-km CE, the ET-∆ and ET-2L options become quite comparable, with a general
overall preference for ET-2L, as discussed in [17] (apart possibly for stochastic backgrounds,
where however the effect of correlated noise could disfavor again the ET-∆ configuration).

However, 3G interferometers are enterprises of great technical complexity, requiring
significant financial investment, manpower, etc. Should some show-stopper emerge, the result
of our analysis indicate that, in the context of a network with a 40-km CE in the US (and
only in the context of such a network), a European project based on just a single L-shaped
underground detector with the ASD of ET would be a viable (although temporary) back-
up solution, that would preserve a relevant part of the science case expected by the next
generation of GW detectors. The price to pay in terms of scientific co-leadership, scientific
independence and self-consistency is not evaluated in this paper. In particular, in order to
guarantee a strategic and leading role for the ET project within the context of the global
world-wide GW research, if the “L” geometry is chosen for ET, it is of paramount importance
to implement ET in Europe through a network of detectors, each covering the whole ET
frequency detection range, in order to minimise the impact of local disturbances, understand
and control the noise sources, and benefit from the coherent analysis of the whole network
at all frequencies.
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