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Gravitational wave observations from merging compact objects are becoming commonplace, and
as detectors improve and gravitational wave sources become more varied, it is increasingly important
to have dense and expansive template banks of predicted gravitational waveforms. Since numerical
relativity is the only way to fully solve the non-linear merger regime of general relativity for compa-
rably massed systems, numerical relativity simulations are critical for gravitational wave detection
and analysis. These simulations are computationally expensive, with each simulation placing one
point within the high dimensional parameter space of binary black hole coalescences. This makes
it important to have a method of placing new simulations in ways that use our computational re-
sources optimally while ensuring sufficient coverage of the parameter space. Accomplishing this
requires predicting the impact of a new set of parameters before performing the simulation. To this
effect, this paper introduces a neural network to predict the mismatch between the gravitational
waves of two binary systems. Using this network, we then show how we can propose new numerical
relativity simulations that will provide the most benefit. We also use the network to identify gaps
in existing public catalogs and identify degeneracies in the binary black hole parameter space.

I. INTRODUCTION

As of the end of its third observing run, the LIGO-
Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) Collaboration has detected 90
gravitational wave (GW) signals from merging binary
systems [1–6]. With the LVK’s fourth observing run,
anticipated to begin in 2023, and the fifth observing run
a few years later, we expect to observe hundreds of more
signals with higher signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs). Beyond
current detectors, in the coming decades, we also expect
to see next generation GW detectors come online, in-
cluding the space-based Laser Interferometer Space An-
tenna (LISA) [7] and the ground-based Einstein Tele-
scope (ET) [8, 9] and Cosmic Explorer (CE) [10]. All of
these new detectors will have unprecedented sensitivity
and are expected to see orders of magnitude more signals
than we have to date [11, 12]. LISA will be sensitive to
lower frequencies than the ground-based detectors, giv-
ing us a window into entirely different sources, including
supermassive black hole (BH) binaries which may remain
in the frequency band for months to years.

Detecting and interpreting these events requires un-
derstanding the expected GW signatures of astrophysical
events [13–15]. While analytic solutions exist for single
BHs, binary black holes (BBHs) have no analytic solution
for full, nonlinear general relativity (GR). Many meth-
ods have been developed to find solutions to the BBH
problem. When the BHs are far apart, Post Newtonian
(PN) can be used to compute GW waveforms [16–24]. In
the highly unequal mass ratio regime, self-force approx-
imations can be used to solve BBH systems and output
expected waveforms [25–38].

However, in the highly non-linear regime of the merger
of comparably massed systems, numerical relativity (NR)
is the most accurate approach [39, 40]. NR computa-
tionally solves Einstein’s equations by performing a 3+1

decomposition, such as in the BSSN formulation [41], in
order to evolve spacelike surfaces along a timelike path.
Many NR codes, including those based on the Einstein
Toolkit (ETK), use finite differencing to solve 2nd-order
non-linear PDEs [39, 42]. This enables them to solve
for the dynamics of the system and the gravitational ra-
diation emitted [39, 42]. These simulations require sig-
nificant computational resources; each simulation takes
an initial BBH configuration and can run for weeks to
months, placing one point in the parameter space of
BBHs. When considering quasicircular, vacuum BBH
systems, the parameter space is 7 dimensional, consist-
ing of the spin vectors for each of the initial BHs as well
as the ratio of the masses of the initial BHs. This dimen-
sionality increases when considering eccentric systems or
systems with matter.

Detection pipelines and parameter estimation tools re-
quire dense, accurate template banks to detect and in-
terpret the events from the observed detector data [43–
49]. Due to the high computational cost of NR, in order
to produce template banks efficiently and with arbitrary
density, analytic models are constructed using informa-
tion from NR [14, 50–55]. In some cases, NR waveforms
are used directly in the analysis [56, 57], to avoid sys-
tematic errors from the models and/or to provide pa-
rameter coverage not yet available in models. In either
situation, NR waveforms are an integral part of GW as-
tronomy; therefore, it is crucial to have a dense bank of
NR simulations which cover the desired parameter space.
Current public NR catalogs [58–63] have dense coverage
for comparable mass systems, even for those with spins
misaligned with the orbital angular momentum. They
are lacking coverage in the precessing space for more un-
equal massed systems and have only a trace number of
simulations where one BH is more than 10 times the mass
of the other. While this coverage has proved acceptable
for current GW detector sensitivities, the incredible de-
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velopments expected in future GW detectors will require
denser, more accurate, and more expansive waveform cat-
alogs [64]. Achieving the accuracy needed for future GW
events requires very high resolutions in current NR codes.
This becomes even more significant for unequal mass and
highly spinning BHs as both of these cases require higher
resolution to resolve the spacetime around the BHs; this
increases the computational cost significantly.

Given the high computational cost and time consuming
nature of NR simulations, particularly at high resolution,
it is imperative to construct NR catalogs carefully with
their cost and use in mind. In order to be more strategic
about NR simulation placement, we need to understand
which simulations will be most beneficial and which re-
gions of parameter space will need to be populated more
densely. This requires a method of predicting how impor-
tant a proposed simulation will be before performing it.
Analytic models can be used to this effect by efficiently
predicting waveforms for given initial parameters [14, 50–
55]. Surrogate models can also be used for this purpose as
they interpolate between existing simulations to predict
waveforms for given parameters [65]. Using these mod-
els to predict the importance of a proposed simulation
would require creating a waveform and then comparing
it to all existing NR waveforms, a very costly endeavor.
The use of models also adds in potential systematic bi-
ases dependent upon the waveform model used. Work
has also been done to use the uncertainty in models to
suggest new simulation parameters [66]

We introduce a more efficient and independent method
of estimating the significance of a new simulation using
a neural network. First emerging in 1944 and resurg-
ing in the 1980s, neural networks are a type of machine
learning that are able to recognize patterns and make
predictions based on input values [67–71]. The networks
consist of a series of layers, each of which may contain
many nodes. Each node functions as a single logistic re-
gression unit, using weights and biases to input many
values and output one. Arranging these nodes in layers
allows the network to recognize complex patterns and re-
lationships. Training the network entails optimizing the
weights and biases of the nodes in order for the network
to output the desired values for labeled training data.
This process begins by initializing the weights and biases
randomly and then propagating the input parameters of
the training data to obtain the network output. This
is compared to the desired output for the training data,
and backpropagation is used to update the weights and
biases accordingly. This process is repeated until the ac-
curacy reaches a plateau or a specified desired value. In
recent years, neural networks have been used in the GW
and NR fields [72–74].

In this paper, we introduce a neural network to pre-
dict the mismatch between two BBH systems given only
the initial parameters of the binaries. The mismatch is
frequently used in data analysis to measure the differ-
ence between two waveforms, so this allows us to gauge
how different a proposed simulation would be from those

in existing NR catalogs. Having a neural network that
predicts the mismatch avoids the need to generate wave-
forms and perform costly mismatch calculations. This
also allows numerical relativists to use and even train
this network on new NR simulations in regions of pa-
rameter space that models don’t yet cover. For instance,
while this network is currently trained on quasicircular
simulations, it can be extended and retrained on eccen-
tric simulations.

This paper begins by introducing the match predic-
tion network. The network, it’s training data, and its
accuracy are outlined in Section II.

Section III goes through the results of using this net-
work to study and fill in the parameter space. The pri-
mary motivation for the creation of this network is to op-
timally place NR simulations to fill in catalogs efficiently.
This implementation is described in Section III A. The
network also provides us more insight into the behavior of
waveforms throughout the parameter space. Using this,
in Section III B, we note gaps in the current coverage of
public NR waveform catalogs. Section III C uses the net-
work to identify degeneracies in parameter space where
significantly different parameters can lead to extremely
similar waveforms.

The model described in this paper is available for use
at https://github.com/deborahferguson/mismatch_
prediction.

II. NEURAL NETWORK TO PREDICT MATCH

In order to identify regions in parameter space that
would provide significant scientific benefit if filled, we
first need to define a metric to assess how different a
resulting waveform would be from existing waveforms.
For this paper, we use the mismatch as our metric [75,
76], defined as:

MM = 1−max
t, φ
O[h1, h2] ≡ 1−max

t, φ

〈h1|h2〉√
〈h1|h1〉〈h2|h2〉

,

(1)
where

〈h1|h2〉 = 2

∫ ∞
f0

h∗1h2 + h1 h
∗
2

Sn
df . (2)

h1 and h2 are the frequency domain strain of the grav-
itational waves, and Sn is the one-sided power spectral
density of the detector. The mismatch is normalized to
0 ≤ MM ≤ 1 with MM = 0 corresponding to two
identical waveforms.

With this measure defined, we now need a way to pre-
dict it when the waveforms for one or both of the binary
systems have not been generated. This section introduces
a neural network that inputs the initial parameters of two
quasicircular BBH systems and outputs their predicted
mismatch.

Quasicircular BBH systems are uniquely described by
the masses and spins of their component BHs. All quan-
tities pertaining to the simulations of vacuum BBHs can

https://github.com/deborahferguson/mismatch_prediction
https://github.com/deborahferguson/mismatch_prediction
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scale with the total mass, so in NR, the total mass is typ-
ically set to 1. We can then define the symmetric mass
ratio, η = m1m2/(m1 + m2)2, reducing our parameter
space by 1 dimension. η is often used when characteriz-
ing the frequency evolution of the inspiral of two BHs and
is bounded to 0 ≤ η ≤ 0.25, where η = 0.25 corresponds
to an equal mass system. We will use the dimensionless
spin vectors, a = J/m2 where J is the angular momen-
tum of the BH. The magnitude of the dimensionless spin
vector is constrained to 0 < a < 1.

Let us define λ = η, a1, a2 to be the initial parameters
for a single BBH system. This network inputs λ1 and λ2
and outputs the mismatch between the GWs each system
would emit. This structure (and the architecture of the
network as described in Section II B) can be seen in Fig.
1.

In Section II A, we describe the training data, includ-
ing the NR waveforms used and the details of the match
computation. Section II B describes the architecture of
the neural network, and we discuss the accuracy of the
network in Section II C.

A. Training Data

This network is trained on public NR waveforms from
the SXS catalog [61]. The uncertainty in the mismatch
due to computational limitations within the training
data, including finite resolution and extrapolation, is of
order 10−4.

The training data consists of BBH systems with
0.0826 ≤ η ≤ 0.25 with spin magnitudes 0 ≤ a1, a2 ≤
0.9695 pointing in various directions. As the symmetric
mass ratio decreases, the coverage in the spin parameters
becomes less dense. We discuss how this coverage affects
the error in the neural network in Section II C.

For BBH systems where one or both of the BH spins
are not aligned or antialigned with the angular momen-
tum, the spins and the orbital plane precess throughout
the evolution of the system. In order to uniquely iden-
tify a precessing simulation, the spins must be specified
at a given reference point in the simulation; a reference
frequency is generally used for this purpose. To identify
the spins at a given reference frequency, we need simula-
tions that reach the specified frequency and contain spin
data at that frequency. Gravitational wave frequency
scales with the total mass of the binary, so we define our
frequency cutoff in terms of a system with total mass
Mtot = 1M�. We select fref = 1840 Hz as our reference
frequency for spins and as the frequency at which to be-
gin our mismatch calculation. For the starting frequency
of 20 Hz used by many LVK analyses, this would cor-
respond to a total detector frame mass of 92M�. This
was chosen so as to include 95% of waveforms in the SXS
public catalog.

Selecting only waveforms that have a starting fre-
quency below fref and contain spin data at fref leads
to 1885 waveforms. These are then split into training,

development, and test sets with ratios of 0.8/0.1/0.1 re-
spectively. Fig. 2 shows the coverage of the parameter
space for the NR waveforms used for this analysis.

Using PyCBC [44] and LALSimulation [77], we com-
pute the mismatch between all pairs of waveforms within
each set on a flat noise curve beginning at fref . This
allows us to study the parameter space independently of
detector and total mass, though we anticipate training
versions of this network on detector noise curves in fu-
ture work. For this network, we use only the ` = 2, m = 2
mode to simplify the mismatch calculation and allow for
a phase shift to be used to maximize the overlap. It also
removes the dependence on binary orientation. While
considering only the dominant mode will have an impact
on the mismatches for systems where higher modes are
significant, it is still informative for exploring the param-
eter space efficiently, so we reserve the consideration of
higher modes for future work. We define the spin vectors
at fref , rotated such that the BHs are separated along
the x-axis and the orbital frequency lies along the z-axis.

B. Network Architecture

In order to predict the mismatch, we create a fully
connected neural network using TensorFlow [78] and
Keras [79]. The network consists of 15 hidden layers,
each with 56 nodes, as shown in Fig. 1. This structure
was chosen after exploratory models were created across
a grid consisting of the number of hidden layers and
nodes per layer. The development error did not change
dramatically for most of the configurations, and the ar-
chitecture resulting in the lowest development error was
chosen. Further tuning of the network architecture will
likely be a topic of future work.

The network was trained using an Adam optimizer [80]
with a learning rate of 0.001 for 100 epochs using a batch
size of 16. In order to add regularization and reduce over-
fitting, we impose a constrained max norm value of 3.
Each hidden layer uses a ReLU activation function [81]
and the final layer uses a sigmoid function to ensure the
resulting mismatch is constrained between 0 and 1. Pre-
dicting mismatches with the network takes very little
time since forward propagation through the network can
be efficiently parallelized. The network takes about 3
seconds to load, and then each match requires approxi-
mately 3× 10−5 seconds to compute.

C. Network Accuracy

To compute the accuracy of the network on data it
has not seen, we take the simulations reserved for the
development set and compute the mismatches between
all possible simulation pairs. These mismatches are com-
pared to the predicted mismatches and the mean abso-
lute error is computed. This is also done for the test
set. After training the network for 100 epochs, it has a
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FIG. 1: Diagram showing the structure of the neural network including the input parameters (η, a1x, a1y, a1z, a2x,
a2y, a2z for each of the two binary systems) and the output (the mismatch between the gravitational waves emitted

from the two systems). The network consists of 15 hidden layers, each with 56 nodes.

training error of 0.00967, a development error of 0.0157,
and a test error of 0.018. Therefore, our uncertainty in
our mismatch prediction is 0.018. Fig. 3a shows the pre-
dicted mismatch versus the computed mismatch for the
test set. In the absence of all error, the points would fall
on the y = x line. Fig. 3b shows the distribution of the
error in the predicted mismatch for the test set.

This network inputs λ1 and λ2 resulting in 14 input
parameters. The mismatch is order independent so the
order of λ1 and λ2 in the input layer should not affect the
predicted mismatch. After training the network, when
swapping the order of λ1 and λ2, we find that the aver-
age difference between the predicted mismatches is 0.016,
which is less than the network’s uncertainty.

Since the training data is not evenly dispersed through-
out the entire parameter space, it is expected that the
error in the network is not constant in all regions of pa-
rameter space. Figures 4 - 8 show the mean absolute

error binned by the various input parameters to the net-
work. Since the network inputs the parameters for both
binaries, several of the Figures 4 - 8 overlay the error
distributions associated with each of the two systems,
with the first system in blue and the second in orange.

Fig. 4 shows the mean absolute error of the model
binned by the symmetric mass ratio with bin widths of
0.02. The average error goes up with decreasing η, as
is expected due to the scarcity of data points at low η.
There is also an interesting spike in the error around
η = 0.16. Referring back to Fig. 2, it is apparent that the
density of points drops off by η < 0.16, so it is expected
that the error would be high there, though the reason for
the specific peak is not obvious.

In Fig. 5, we see the mean absolute error binned by the
difference in the symmetric mass ratio between the two
binary systems. A peak is apparent around ∆η = 0.09
This is consistent with the peak at η = 0.16 since most
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FIG. 2: Coverage of the parameter space by NR simulations in training (blue), development (orange), and test sets
(green).

simulations fall at η = 0.25. For cases that have a binary
with η = 0.16, we will have many points with high error
at ∆η = 0.09.

In Fig. 6, the data is binned by the spin magnitudes
for both the primary and secondary black holes with bins
of width 0.1. For the primary black hole, the error grows
with increasing spin magnitude, peaking at a1 ≈ 0.85.
The error binned by the secondary spin magnitude shows
a wide peak around a1 ≈ 0.7. In both cases, there is a
minimum error around a1,2 ≈ 0.25.

The first panel of Fig. 7 bins the data by χeff , a quan-
tity used to represent the effective spin of the binary

aligned with the orbital angular momentum [82]:

χeff =
m1a1cos(θ1) +m2a2cos(θ2)

m1 +m2
(3)

where θ1 and θ2 are the angles of the BH spin vectors
with the orbital angular momentum. χeff ranges from
-1 to 1, with χeff = 1 occurring when both BHs are
maximally spinning and aligned with the orbital angular
momentum and χeff = −1 occurring when both BHs
are maximally spinning and anti-aligned with the orbital
angular momentum.

The second panel of Fig. 7 bins the data by χp,
a parameter used to describe the precession of a bi-
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(a) The mismatches predicted by the network versus the
mismatches computed from the waveforms in the test set.

(b) The distribution of the error in the predicted
mismatches for waveforms in the test set.

FIG. 3: The error in the predicted mismatch for the waveforms in the test set.

FIG. 4: The mean absolute error in the mismatch for
the test set binned by the symmetric mass ratio. The

blue represents the first system and the orange
represents the second system.

nary [50, 83–85]:

χp = max

(
a1sin(θ1),

4m2
2 + 3m1m2

4m2
1 + 3m1m2

a2θ2

)
. (4)

When the spins of the component BHs are not aligned
with the orbital angular momentum, they drive a preces-
sion of the orbital plane; χp quantifies this effect. Rang-
ing from 0 to 1, a value of χp = 0 signifies no precession,
i.e. any spin is aligned with the orbital angular momen-
tum and the orbital plane will not precess, and a value

FIG. 5: The mean absolute error in the mismatch for
the test set binned by the difference in the symmetric

mass ratio between the two systems.

of χp = 1 denotes maximal precession.

Other than the dip at χeff ≈ −1, the error seems to
be higher at strongly negative χeff and lower at positive
χeff . This may be explained by the fewer data points
at negative χeff than positive. The error seems to gen-
erally increase as χp increases, though it seems to peak
at around χp ≈ 0.6. This is expected due to the relative
scarcity of precessing training points at high χp, partic-
ularly as η decreases.

Fig. 8 shows the error when the data is binned by each
of the components of the primary (a) and secondary (b)
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FIG. 6: The mean absolute error in the mismatch for the test set binned by the magnitudes of the spins of the
primary (left) and secondary (right) black holes. The blue represents the first system and the orange represents the

second system.

spin. For both the primary and secondary black hole, the
error seems to grow as the x- or y-component of the spin
moves away from 0. These results are anticipated and
consistent with the errors when binned by χp. For the
primary black hole, the error seems to grow at negative
az, consistent with the results for χeff . The trends seem
more pronounced for the primary black hole than the
secondary black hole, which is expected given that the
spin of the primary black hole is known to play a larger
role in the shape of the waveform.

Looking specifically at outlier points with error greater
than 0.2, we find that the average χeff is strongly nega-
tive and χp is higher than in the dataset as a whole. The
trends in the error appear consistent with expectations
due to the density of training points throughout the pa-
rameter space. As we perform new simulations and add
them to the training data, we expect these errors to de-
crease.

III. RESULTS

This network enables us to explore the parameter space
more efficiently and fill it in more effectively. With the
network in hand to predict how significant a simulation
will be, we can create an automated tool to suggest the
next simulation that should be performed. This helps
us optimally use the computational resources and time
available to us. With the high computational cost of
NR simulations, this will be particularly important as

we prepare dense catalogs for future GW observations.
Section III A introduces such a tool.

Similarly, by predicting the mismatch between points
covered by existing catalogs and points not yet popu-
lated, we can note gaps in the parameter space that
haven’t been filled to a certain threshold in mismatch.
There are regions of parameter space known to be insuf-
ficiently filled, but there are other regions whose statuses
are less clear. Identifying gaps in coverage will be impor-
tant for assessing and improving the accuracy of models.
Section III B shows such gaps in the current public wave-
form catalogs.

Both of the above scenarios have involved using the
network to predict the mismatch between unpopulated
and populated points in parameter space. We can also
use the network simply to explore the mismatch behavior
across the parameter space. By doing this, we can note
degeneracies, points in parameter space that are signifi-
cantly separated in terms of spins or mass ratio and yet
have low mismatch with one another. Section III C uti-
lizes the network to explore such degeneracies.

A. Template Placement

There are several approaches one could take to identify
the next simulation to perform depending on one’s needs.
In this section, we introduce a tool to use this new net-
work to propose parameters for a simulation that would
maximize the minimum mismatch between the new sim-
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FIG. 7: The mean absolute error in the mismatch for the test set binned by χeff (left) and χp (right). The blue
represents the first system and the orange represents the second system.

ulation and existing simulations. In other words, it max-
imizes the distance between the new simulation and its
nearest neighbor (with distance characterized by the mis-
match). This will efficiently cover the edges of the desired
parameter space and populate gaps within it.

The current parameter space coverage does not lead
to a very smooth function to maximize; we have a seven
dimensional parameter space with many local maxima,
so the suggestion for the next simulation depends greatly
upon the initial guess fed to the maximizing function. To
find a global maximum in the presence of local maxima,
we utilize the scipy implementation of basin hopping [86].
Developed to minimize the energy of a cluster of atoms,
basin hopping is a method of identifying the global ex-
tremum when many local extrema may be present. The
method cycles through two steps, a local minimization,
and then a perturbation. Given a starting point, it per-
forms a local minimization, finding the nearest local ex-
tremum. It then perturbs the coordinates and performs
another local minimization beginning at the new coor-
dinates. Depending on the height of the newly found
extremum, the new coordinates are either accepted or
rejected. Another perturbation is then performed from
either the new or old coordinates. This cycle continues
for a given number of iterations.

Without doing a full brute force analysis, we can’t
be certain if a global maximum has been found. In-
stead, we can apply the same process from multiple dif-
ferent starting points and test whether they converge to
the same maximum. We find that while they don’t ap-
proach the exact same parameters, they do all approach

maxima of nearly the same height with mismatches of
≈ 0.623 ± 0.016. The difference in the peaks is within
the uncertainty of the network and implies the presence
of multiple, very comparable local maxima, any of which
could be deemed the global maximum.

Now that we’re confident that the basin hopping opti-
mization method is finding the parameters that lead to
a maximal mismatch, we can apply it multiple times to
suggest future simulations. In this paper, we use a greedy
approach, proposing simulations one at a time. After a
simulation is suggested, we add it as an existing data
point and then perform another optimization to search
for the next best point. Fig. 9 shows the results of doing
this 20 times, restricting η ≥ 0.0826.

The parameters output by the optimization algorithm
are generally in regions where we would anticipate re-
quiring more points. All the suggested points have a
symmetric mass ratio of η . 0.16 and many have higher
x and y spin components to fill in gaps in the precess-
ing space. The mismatch between the first suggested
simulation and its nearest neighbor was ∼ 0.6 while the
mismatch between the 20th proposed simulation and its
nearest neighbor was ∼ 0.3. With only 20 simulations,
we have reduced the largest mismatch resulting from a
gap in parameter space by a factor of 2.

While the parameters are in areas that aren’t entirely
surprising, they improve the parameter space coverage
much more efficiently than maximizing the separation of
the parameters would. To assess this, we used the same
optimization technique to optimize for the maximum pa-
rameter separation rather than mismatch. As a metric
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(a) primary dimensionless spin components

(b) secondary dimensionless spin components

FIG. 8: The mean absolute error in the mismatch for the test set binned by the components of the spin. The blue
represents the first system and the orange represents the second system.

for the separation in the parameter space, we compute
the magnitude of the separation along each of the seven
axes normalized by the considered range. It does begin
to fill in the parameter space, but after 20 simulations,
there are still regions of parameter space with a mismatch
of 0.6 with their nearest neighbor.

B. Identifying Gaps

There are several public NR catalogs including those
from SXS [61], RIT [60, 62], and Maya [59]. Combining
these three catalogs, there are some regions of parame-
ter space that appear to have dense coverage and oth-
ers that appear rather sparse. This section reports on
a brute force analysis to identify gaps within the cover-
age of these three public catalogs. We randomly sample
100,000 points across the seven dimensional parameter
space and, for each point, find their lowest mismatch
with existing simulations. Those points whose mismatch

with their nearest neighbor is greater than 0.1 are shown
in Fig. 10. The uncertainty of 0.018 in the mismatch
prediction contributes some uncertainty to these points,
but it is clear that any point included in this figure still
represents a significant gap.

We only show simulations with η ≥ 0.16 in this figure
since it is well known that the parameter space below η =
0.16 is sparsely populated. By including only those points
with η ≥ 0.16, we can identify gaps in what appears to
be a well populated region of parameter space. Of the
53,019 points in this region, 57 have a mismatch with
their nearest neighbor greater than 0.1. The NR catalogs
have dense coverage for η ≥ 0.19, but in the region 0.16 ≤
η ≤ 0.19, more simulations are needed. In particular, in
terms of the primary BH, more simulations are needed
with anti-aligned or precessing spins. In terms of the
secondary BH, all spin configurations are still needed.

To understand the impact of these gaps on the train-
ing of analytic models, we assess the performance of IM-
RPhenomPv3HM [87] at two points in the precessing
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FIG. 9: Suggested simulations, selected so as to maximize their mismatch with existing simulations. Blue points are
existing simulations from the MAYA catalog, and red points are suggested new simulations. The shade denotes a

point’s mismatch with its nearest neighbor at the time it is suggested, with darker being a higher mismatch.

space, one in a region densely populated by NR points
(mismatch of 0.997 with the nearest catalog point) and
one in a gap (mismatch of 0.839 with nearest catalog
point). We find that the mismatch between the model
waveform and the NR waveform is about an order of
magnitude higher for the system placed within a gap.

C. Identifying Degeneracies

It is clear that changing the parameters of the initial
BHs affects the morphology of the gravitational waves
their coalescence emits. Many of the patterns of these
effects are well known, and in some cases, changing dif-
ferent parameters can lead to similar effects on the wave-
form. It may even be possible that two binary systems
with very different initial parameters may lead to ex-
tremely similar gravitational waves. In such a situation,
analysis pipelines may not be able to distinguish between
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FIG. 10: Randomly sampled points whose mismatch with their nearest neighbor in existing public NR waveform
catalogs is greater than 0.1.

the potential sources. This can complicate the popula-
tion studies performed on GW catalogs [88–90]. In some
cases, degeneracies may only appear in certain modes and
can be broken when analyzing other modes. If we identify
where such degeneracies occur, we can study the systems
further to identify any degeneracy breaking properties.

The network presented in this paper can be used
to identify such degenerate regions of parameter space.
Since a seven dimensional parameter space is challenging

to show visually, we consider the aligned space here as an
example, meaning we are only considering systems with
spin vectors aligned with the orbital angular momentum
of the binary (a1x = a1y = a2x = a2y = 0). This also
equates to systems where χp = 0. Figure 11 shows the
mismatch between a reference binary and other binaries
throughout the parameter space, plotted as χeff vs η.
This shows the distribution of the predicted mismatch
across the aligned spin parameter space when one of the
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binaries is held fixed. Each panel uses a different refer-
ence simulation, denoted by the black dot.

Both low η and high χeff cause the binary system
to take longer to inspiral when compared to equal mass,
nonspinning binaries; this similarity can be seen in Figure
11 where low η, low spinning simulations have a very low
mismatch with high η, highly spinning simulations. We
can see that even binaries with symmetric mass ratios as
low as η ∼ 0.08 can be confused with a highly spinning,
equal mass binary. This could have significant implica-
tions for population studies, as highly spinning events
and highly unequal mass events could be confused. Since
this network is trained only on the ` = 2, m = 2 mode, it
is possible that this degeneracy will be broken in higher
modes; this motivates further study of these systems.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

NR simulations form an important basis for the detec-
tion and characterization of GW signals. Whether they
are used directly with data analysis or to train analytic
models, it is crucial to have a sufficiently dense template
bank of NR simulations. Given the high computational
cost of NR simulations, it’s important to select initial pa-
rameters with care. In this paper, we have introduced a
way to place new NR simulations using a neural network
trained to predict the mismatch between the waveforms
of two binary systems.

The network has an average uncertainty of 0.018 in the
predicted mismatch. Due to the high density of training
points at high η, the error is less at high η and increases
as η decreases, particularly for precessing binaries. Even
for the most challenging regions of parameter space, the
uncertainty stays below ∼ 0.03.

With this network, we were able to optimally select
initial parameters so as to maximize the mismatch of a
new simulation with its nearest neighbor. With only 20

simulations, we decreased the maximal mismatch in un-
populated regions by a factor of 2. As we prepare for the
next generation of GW detectors, it becomes crucial to
have a densely populated template bank of highly accu-
rate waveforms. This method will aid us in creating such
a template bank, ensuring every simulation performed is
chosen to maximize our coverage.

We also used the mismatch predicting network to iden-
tify gaps in the coverage of current public NR waveform
catalogs. It is clear that more simulations are needed at
η < 0.16, but our analysis also shows that in the region
of 0.16 ≤ η ≤ 0.19, there are significant coverage gaps.
This is particularly true for binaries with anti-aligned or
precessing spins.

The network also provided us a method to explore the
parameter space, seeing how the mismatch changes with
each parameter and identifying degeneracies. We demon-
strated how highly unequal mass, low spinning simula-
tions can be confused with comparable mass, highly spin-
ning simulations, encouraging more study into how these
degeneracies may be broken.

As we prepare for the next generation of GW detec-
tors, we need to have a strong understanding of BBH
systems within GR. The network presented in this paper
to predict the mismatch between binary systems provides
a unique and powerful approach to studying the BBH pa-
rameter space. The template placement tool utilizes this
network to optimally propose simulations that will effi-
ciently expand our NR catalogs, greatly improving our
readiness for the coming improvements to GW detectors.
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[18] G. Schäfer and P. Jaranowski, Living Rev. Rel. 21, 7
(2018), arXiv:1805.07240 [gr-qc].

[19] T. Futamase and Y. Itoh, Living Rev. Rel. 10, 2 (2007).
[20] L. Blanchet, G. Faye, B. R. Iyer, and S. Sinha,

Class. Quant. Grav. 25, 165003 (2008), [Erratum:
Class.Quant.Grav. 29, 239501 (2012)], arXiv:0802.1249
[gr-qc].

[21] L. Blanchet, G. Faye, B. R. Iyer, and B. Joguet, Phys.
Rev. D 65, 061501 (2002), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 71,
129902 (2005)], arXiv:gr-qc/0105099.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.05832
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab75f5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab75f5
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.01761
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123012
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.07579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-4702-7_31-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-4702-7_31-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.01350
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.01350
http://dx.doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2014-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.1528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41114-018-0016-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41114-018-0016-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.07240
http://dx.doi.org/10.12942/lrr-2007-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/25/16/165003
http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.1249
http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.1249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.129902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.129902
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0105099


14

[22] L. Blanchet, T. Damour, G. Esposito-Farese, and
B. R. Iyer, Phys. Rev. D 71, 124004 (2005), arXiv:gr-
qc/0503044.

[23] G. Faye, S. Marsat, L. Blanchet, and B. R. Iyer, Class.
Quant. Grav. 29, 175004 (2012), arXiv:1204.1043 [gr-qc].

[24] G. Faye, L. Blanchet, and B. R. Iyer, Class. Quant. Grav.
32, 045016 (2015), arXiv:1409.3546 [gr-qc].

[25] L. M. Burko and G. Khanna, Phys. Rev. D 91, 104017
(2015), arXiv:1503.05097 [gr-qc].

[26] K. A. Lackeos and L. M. Burko, Phys. Rev. D 86, 084055
(2012), arXiv:1206.1452 [gr-qc].

[27] T. Hinderer and E. E. Flanagan, Phys. Rev. D 78, 064028
(2008), arXiv:0805.3337 [gr-qc].

[28] L. Barack and A. Pound, Rept. Prog. Phys. 82, 016904
(2019), arXiv:1805.10385 [gr-qc].

[29] E. Poisson, A. Pound, and I. Vega, Living Rev. Rel. 14,
7 (2011), arXiv:1102.0529 [gr-qc].

[30] A. I. Harte, Fund. Theor. Phys. 179, 327 (2015),
arXiv:1405.5077 [gr-qc].

[31] A. Pound, Fund. Theor. Phys. 179, 399 (2015),
arXiv:1506.06245 [gr-qc].

[32] A. Pound and B. Wardell, (2021), 10.1007/978-981-15-
4702-7 38-1, arXiv:2101.04592 [gr-qc].

[33] M. van de Meent and H. P. Pfeiffer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125,
181101 (2020), arXiv:2006.12036 [gr-qc].

[34] U. Sperhake, V. Cardoso, C. D. Ott, E. Schnet-
ter, and H. Witek, Phys. Rev. D 84, 084038 (2011),
arXiv:1105.5391 [gr-qc].

[35] A. Le Tiec et al., Phys. Rev. D 88, 124027 (2013),
arXiv:1309.0541 [gr-qc].

[36] A. Le Tiec, E. Barausse, and A. Buonanno, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 108, 131103 (2012), arXiv:1111.5609 [gr-qc].

[37] M. van de Meent, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 011101 (2017),
arXiv:1610.03497 [gr-qc].

[38] A. Zimmerman, A. G. M. Lewis, and H. P. Pfeiffer, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 117, 191101 (2016), arXiv:1606.08056 [gr-qc].

[39] F. Loffler et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 29, 115001 (2012),
arXiv:1111.3344 [gr-qc].

[40] L. Pekowsky, R. O’Shaughnessy, J. Healy, and D. Shoe-
maker, Phys. Rev. D 88, 024040 (2013).

[41] T. W. Baumgarte and S. L. Shapiro, Phys. Rev. D 59,
024007 (1998), arXiv:gr-qc/9810065.

[42] E. Schnetter, S. H. Hawley, and I. Hawke, Class. Quant.
Grav. 21, 1465 (2004), arXiv:gr-qc/0310042 [gr-qc].

[43] C. Capano, I. Harry, S. Privitera, and A. Buonanno,
Phys. Rev. D 93, 124007 (2016), arXiv:1602.03509 [gr-
qc].

[44] A. Nitz, I. Harry, D. Brown, C. M. Biwer, J. Willis,
T. D. Canton, C. Capano, L. Pekowsky, T. Dent, A. R.
Williamson, S. De, G. Davies, M. Cabero, D. Macleod,
B. Machenschalk, S. Reyes, P. Kumar, T. Massinger,
F. Pannarale, dfinstad, M. Tápai, S. Fairhurst, S. Khan,
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F. Ohme, G. Pratten, and M. Pürrer, Phys. Rev. Lett.
113, 151101 (2014), arXiv:1308.3271 [gr-qc].
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