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Binary black hole hyperbolic encounters represent a dynamical interaction in which two black
holes undergo a close fly-by, emitting gravitational-wave bremsstrahlung in the form of a short-
duration, single-cycle transient. These events are expected to occur in dense stellar environments
such as globular clusters and both active and quiescent galactic nuclei. In this work, we constrain
the detection sensitivity for hyperbolic encounters of black hole pairs with a range of asymmetric
masses. We employ BayesWave, a wavelet-based morphology-independent algorithm to characterize
hyperbolic encounter waveforms in simulated detector noise; for this study, we explore the use of
exponential shapelets. We find that a typical hyperbolic orbit with total mass 20 M⊙ can be detected
up to distance dL ∼ 40 − 200 Mpc, and we forecast the possibility of detection by ground-based
current and future gravitational wave interferometers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Obser-
vatory (LIGO), Virgo and KAGRA detectors (LVK)
have to date published more than 200 gravitational wave
(GW) events from mergers of compact objects in bound
orbits [1, 2]. Most of these events are Binary Black Hole
(BBH) coalescences, although systems with neutron stars
have also been detected [3–6]. The increasing sensitivity
of current ground-based detectors, as well as prospects
for next-generation interferometers such as Cosmic Ex-
plorer (CE) [7] and Einstein Telescope (ET) [8], have
widened the potential discovery window. For example,
recent work proposed BBH hyperbolic encounters as a
viable source of GW radiation detectable in ground-
based interferometers [9–12]. In two-body fly-by inter-
actions, GWs are emitted as GW bremsstrahlung ; for bi-
nary masses in the LIGO band [13] if the encounters are
sufficiently close, this radiation can reach the sensitiv-
ity band of ground-based interferometers like LIGO and
Virgo. As a GW source, BBH hyperbolic encounters are
a unique probe for black holes, as their extreme eccen-
tricity can constrain formation channels, in conjunction
with radiation-driven dynamical captures [14]. BBH hy-
perbolic encounters may also make up a non-negligible
portion of the stochastic GW background, particularly
in the primordial black hole hypothesis [15–17].

Physically, the hyperbolic encounter can be described
as a classical two-body problem in an unbound orbit,
characterized by the eccentricity e ≳ 1, the initial rela-
tive velocity v0, the total mass M and the impact pa-
rameter b, a length-scale property of the orbit. As the
system evolves, the trajectory of the secondary black
hole is perturbed by the gravitational field of the pri-
mary black hole, resulting in a braking radiation analo-
gous to electromagnetic bremsstrahlung. Thus, the prob-
lem can be described with a relatively small number of

parameters whose waveforms may be approximated by
similar methods as in the merger case [13]. For this rea-
son, the hyperbolic two-body problem has seen treatment
in post-Newtonian [18–21] and post-Minkowskian [22–
26] approximations. Numerical relativity simulations of
BBH hyperbolic encounters in unequal masses [27–29]
have revealed a morphology rich in spin effects [28], in-
cluding ringdown effects [29].
From a data analysis standpoint, BBH hyperbolic en-

counter GW signals are morphologically distinct from
their merger counterparts: they are single-cycle, i.e.,
broadband, as opposed to quasiperiodic BBH merger
waveforms. In addition, their waveforms exhibit the lin-
ear memory effect, which binary mergers typically do not
due to their rotational symmetry, although there are ex-
ceptions [30, 31]. A search has been carried out for BBH
hyperbolic encounters in data from the third LVC ob-
serving run (O3) [11, 12], but no significant events have
been confirmed. The rate estimates show that they can
reach a few per year [9, 13, 32] in the upgraded version
of LIGO, A+ [33].
In this work, we present a study of simulated signals of

GW radiation from black holes in unbound orbits. The
motivation for this study is two-fold. For one, the in-
ner dynamics of globular clusters and active galactic nu-
clei disk scenarios could be a perfect environment for fly-
by orbits between compact objects, as has been demon-
strated in several many-body simulations [34–36]. Detec-
tion of GW emission could provide insight into black hole
populations in these environments [9]. For another, BBH
hyperbolic encounters present a challenge in data anal-
ysis. Given that they are morphologically distinct from
the chirp-like profile exhibited by circular binaries, BBH
hyperbolic encounters may provide a unique opportunity
to test the waveform systematics of model-dependent and
independent algorithms alike.
In this paper, we employ waveforms from a numeri-

cal simulation of BBH hyperbolic encounters with un-
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FIG. 1. Sensitivity curves for LIGO [37], A+ [33], Cosmic
Explorer [7], and Einstein Telescope [8] (data from[38]). Pre-
vious estimates [12, 32] suggest that hyperbolic encounters
are most common around 10Hz. Detectors with improved
low-frequency sensitivity, such as Cosmic Explorer and the
Einstein Telescope, are better suited to capturing these sig-
nals than current-generation instruments like LIGO or even
A+.

equal masses [27]. The waveforms are quadrupolar-mode
and spinless, spanning a grid of waveform parameters.
To reconstruct the waveform we use BayesWave [39, 40],
a model-agnostic Bayesian inference algorithm that re-
solves features in the data without assuming a-priori
knowledge of the signal. We use these simulated sig-
nals (hereafter referred to as injections) to empirically
constrain detection rates for LIGO, A+ CE and ET [41].
The strain sensitivity for the four detectors is presented
in Figure 1.

For this exploratory work, we employ exponential
shapelets [42] as frame functions and compare their re-
construction faithfulness to frames previously used in
morphology-independent analyses [12, 39, 43–45].

II. GW BURST RECONSTRUCTION

A. BayesWave

BayesWave is a model-agnostic algorithm for
gravitational-wave inference that reconstructs tran-
sient features in detector data using a sum of frame
functions [39, 40, 46]. Unlike templated analyses [47–49],
BayesWave does not return posterior distributions of
the physical parameters of the gravitational-wave signal;
rather, it returns a posterior distribution of the signal
h(t) itself, via the Bayes’ Theorem:

p(h|d) = p(h)p(d|h)
p(d)

, (1)

where d is the detector data (which, in the absence of
a signal, we assume to be stationary and Gaussian),

p(h) is the prior knowledge about the system, p(d|h)
is the likelihood, and p(d) is the evidence. BayesWave
draws from this posterior p(h|d) using a reversible-jump
Markov chain Monte Carlo (RJMCMC), which samples
over the frame function parameters as well as the number
of frame functions. By using an RJMCMC that allows us
to sample transdimensionally (i.e., adding or subtracting
frame functions), BayesWave can faithfully reconstruct a
wide range of signal morphologies, may fair better than
template-based reconstructions in situations where infor-
mation about the model is incomplete (e.g. higher order
modes or physics beyond GR) [39, 40, 45, 46]. Due to
its inherent flexibility, BayesWave has been used in the
processing of events in GW transient catalogs [50–53], for
tests of general relativity [54, 55], and in the mitigation
of instrumental glitches [56–58].
Two frame function classes have been previously imple-

mented in BayesWave: sine-gaussians (also calledMorlet-
Gabor wavelets), and chirplets [40, 46].
Morlet-Gabor wavelets are maximally compact in

time-frequency, and have an analytic expression for
the Fourier transformation, which is beneficial since
BayesWave calculates the likelihood in the frequency do-
main [39]. Their time-domain expression is:

ΨMorlet−Gabor(t; t0, f0, Q,A, ϕ0) =

Ae−(t−t0)
2/τ2

cos(2πf0(t− t0) + ϕ0) (2)

where t0 and f0 are the central time and the central
frequency, ϕ0 is the phase offset, A is the amplitude,
and Q = ∆t∆f , is the quality factor. We also define
τ = Q/2πf0 for convenience. Their Fourier transform is:

ΨMorlet−Gabor(f ; t0, f0, Q,A, ϕ0) =√
πAτ

2
e−π2τ2(f−f0)

2

e−2πift0(eiϕ0 + e−iϕ0e−Q2f/f0). (3)

Chirplets mathematically differ from Morlet-Gabor
wavelets in the time domain by a frequency evolu-
tion term which allows for the chirplet’s frequency to
smoothly increase or decrease over time [46, 59]:

Ψchirplet(t; t0, f0, Q,A, ϕ0, ḟ0) =√
πAτ

2
Ae−(t−t0)

2/τ2

cos(2πf0(t− t0) + πḟ0(t− t0)
2ϕ0),

(4)

where τ = Q/2πf0 The parameter ḟ0, can be positive
or negative and describes the linear increase or decrease
of frequency over time. The analytical expression for
chirplets in the frequency domain can be found in [46].
Morlet-Gabor wavelets and chirplets have both been

shown to accurately reconstruct simulated GW sig-
nals [45, 60–62]. For compact binary coalescences, which
increase in frequency up to the merger, the added flex-
ibility of the ḟ0 parameter in chirplets leads to larger
overlaps between the injected signal and the waveform
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recovered by BayesWave. However, for white noise burst
test signals, with no well defined frequency evolution,
chirplets and wavelets have been shown to perform com-
parably [46]. Outside of BayesWave, Morlet-Gabor and
chirplet bases have proven beneficial in time-frequency
GW Compact Binary Coalescence (CBC) analysis, par-
ticularly with modulation Q to extract the postmerger
component of a NS-NS binary [63].

B. Shapelets

In this work, we investigate shapelets [42, 64] as a new
set of BayesWave frame functions, following their prior
use in searches for gravitational lensing [65–67], exoplan-
ets [68, 69], pulsar timing [70, 71], and other astrophysical
phenomena [72]. Shapelets are Hermite functions multi-
plied by an envelope function. We employ the exponen-
tial shapelets variant [42, 64] recently used in a LISA
Pathfinder glitch analysis [64]. Using an exponential en-
velope introduces heavier tails and asymmetry, making
exponential shapelets better suited for capturing sharp
or extended GW features [42], compared to the more lo-
calized Gaussian shapelets [39, 44, 46].

Shapelets are a complete and orthogonal set [42, 65].
Their time-domain expression is:

Ψshape(t; t0, f0, Q,A) =

(−1)n−1A√
n3β

(
2(t− t0)

nβ

)
L1
n−1

2(t− t0)

nβ
e−(t−t0)/nβe−2πitf0 ,

(5)

where β = Q/2πf0, L
1
n−1(t − t0) is the first-order gen-

eralized Laguerre polynomial. In the frequency domain,
they can be expressed as:

Ψ̃shape(f ; t0, f0, Q,A) =

(−1)nA

√
2nβ

π

(nβ(f − f0)− i)
2n

((nβ(f − f0)2 + 1))
n+1 e

−2πit0f . (6)

Though Eq. 5 is only valid for t > t0, because the analy-
sis is performed in the frequency domain and only inverse
Fourier transformed into the time domain for visualiza-
tion purposes; in practice Ψshapelet(t) = 0 for t < t0.

For reference, n = 0 to n = 3 shapelets Ψ̃n are plotted
in the Fourier and time domains in Figure 2. As the index
number n increases, the Laguerre term in Ψ̃n dominates
and the number of oscillations increases as a function
of frequency. For simplicity, this study is restricted to
shapelets with n = 2.

The primary motivation for using shapelets is their
morphological resemblance to gravitational-wave signals
from hyperbolic encounters. Transdimensional MCMCs
balance the complexity of a model (i.e. the number of
frame functions used to reconstruct a signal) against how
well it fits the data. Chirplets were motivated by com-
pact binary coalescences, the most abundant GW source,

FIG. 2. Examples of n = 0, 1, 2, 3 shapelets in the frequency
domain (top), and time domain (bottom). For all shapelets,
Q = 20, f0 = 200Hz, and t0 = 0s.

which exhibit continuously increasing frequency, and in-
deed they improved BayesWave reconstructions of binary
black hole simulations [46]. Given the resemblance be-
tween shapelets and hyperbolic encounter waveforms, we
test whether shapelets outperform wavelets and chirplets
at reconstructing simulated hyperbolic signals.
The implementation of shapelets in BayesWave is

nearly identical to that of chirplets and Morlet-Gabor
wavelets, sampling parameters t0, f0, Q and A but with-
out a phase parameter ϕ0. We use the same priors as [40]:
flat priors for t0, f0, Q, while the prior on A is actually a
prior on the frame function’s signal-to-noise ratio (SNR).

The SNR of frame function ψ is SNR =
√

(ψ|ψ), where
the round brackets denote the noise-weighted inner prod-
uct:

(a|b) = 2

∫ ∞

0

ã∗b̃+ ãb̃∗

Sn(f)
df, (7)

where Sn(f) is the one-sided noise power spectral density.
For shapelets, we use the approximation:

SNR2 ≈ 4A2

Sn(f0)
. (8)

For all wavelet models, the prior on the number of
wavelets D is empirically derived from BayesWave’s un-
modeled search of data from LIGO’s first observing run:

p(D) =
4
√
3D

2πa2(3 + D
a )

4
, (9)
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FIG. 3. Example BayesWave waveform reconstruction of sim-
ulated white noise bursts (WNBs) with the three frame func-
tion families used in this study. WNBs are unpolarized signals
with complicated frequency structure, (due to their localiza-
tion in time) providing a a good test for the faithfulness of
BayesWave’s reconstruction.

FIG. 4. Time-domain reconstruction of GW150914, the first
GW event, using BayesWave with shapelets and the standard
Morlet-Gabor wavelet reconstructions, respectively. This
analysis corresponds to LIGO-Hanford.

with a = 2.9 [40].

C. Comparing frame functions

We compare the performance of shapelets with other
BayesWave frame functions using simulated signals and
gravitational wave data.

For simulated signals, we quantify the BayesWave re-
construction accuracy as the overlap between injected
(hinj) and reconstructed (hrec) waveforms:

O ≡ (hinj |hrec)√
(hinj |hinj) (hrec|hrec)

. (10)

As a test case, we reconstruct white noise bursts, in-
stances of excess Gaussian strain with limited duration
and bandwidth. Fig. 3 shows overlap histograms for re-
constructing one such simulation, with 150 Hz central fre-
quency, 100 Hz bandwidth, 0.1 s duration, and SNR=30

in ideal LIGO noise (see Fig. 1) with optimal sky loca-
tion. The overlaps are drawn from the BayesWave pos-
terior distribution. We found similar trends for differ-
ent parameter choices. As they are not tied to any as-
trophysical model, white noise bursts are well suited to
test the robustness and flexibility of model-independent
data analysis methods [73]. The overlap distribution for
shapelets is centered around larger overlap values than
the other two frame functions, suggesting better perfor-
mance in capturing the structure of this particular sim-
ulated white noise burst signal.
Fig. 4 instead shows the reconstructed waveforms for

GW150914, the first discovered BBH GW event detected
with a network signal-to-noise ratio of 24 [74]. Recon-
structions using Morlet-Gabor, chirplet, and shapelet
frames yield similar results, with overlaps of 0.934, 0.935,
and 0.928, respectively, when compared to the best-fit
waveform from general-relativity based estimation. We
note also that the Morlet-Gabor and shapelet reconstruc-
tions exhibit pre- and post-merger artifacts, which is a
common feature in wavelet-based analyses [75, 76]. These
artifacts arise from the overcomplete nature of the frames
and the tendency of the model to fit excess power near the
signal boundaries, often due to limited time-frequency lo-
calization or mismatch between the frame and localized
signal features. It is important to note that the over-
laps reported for GW150914 are maximum a posteriori
3 are derived from the full posterior distribution. The
lower overlaps for GW150914 are expected, as it is a real
astrophysical signal with complex morphology and sky
projection effects, in contrast to the short, high-SNR,
and morphologically simpler white-noise burst used in
Fig. 3.

III. HYPERBOLIC ENCOUNTERS

A. Waveforms

We utilized numerical simulations from a study of the
critical cross section for dynamical capture of two black
holes [27]. The original study mapped energy and angu-
lar momentum of hyperbolic orbits over a wide parameter
space and simulated parabolic orbits, assuming nearly
identical gravitational wave emission due to similar or-
bital shapes at periapsis. While parabolic orbits repre-
sent the threshold between bound and unbound motion,
hyperbolic and parabolic orbits are indistinguishable for
burst GW detection purposes. For a fixed energy, varying
the angular momentum is equivalent to considering dif-
ferent impact parameters. Based on angular momentum
magnitude, orbits can be classified as either direct merg-
ing or fly-by. Here, we used the quadrupolar dominant
(l = 2,m = 2) mode in spin-weighted spherical harmon-
ics from the fly-by orbit, as shown in Fig. 5. The orbit
characteristics vary with the mass ratio of the two black
holes and the total angular momentum (see 6), which in
turn affects the wavelength and intensity of the emitted



5

FIG. 5. Waveforms used for this analysis, from face-on binaries with total mass 20 M⊙. Each panel displays is a waveform with
plus (solid) and cross (dashed) polarization. This grid spans a parameter space with mass ratios q = [1, 2, 4, 8, 16] (displayed
row-wise) and several initial angular momenta, represented column-wise. The waveforms are more narrowly spaced out in time
for a larger mass ratio.

gravitational waves. Previous studies [32, 77] demon-
strated that hyperbolic encounters of BBH systems are
typically nearly parabolic, and signals from strictly hy-
perbolic orbits do not differ significantly from parabolic
orbits when estimating detection rates. For simplicity,
we considered only binaries with zero inclination (face-
on orientation).

B. Analysis Setup

We injected numerical simulations from [27] represent-
ing GW emission from BBH hyperbolic encounters. Our
dataset includes fifteen waveforms spanning mass ratios
q = [1, 2, 4, 8, 16]. The initial angular momenta and, con-
sequently, the impact parameters were selected to ensure
that the encounters produce sufficient luminosity to be
detectable while avoiding dynamical capture leading to
coalescence. These waveforms were injected into simu-
lated Gaussian noise colored to match the power spectral
density Sn(f) of an idealized two-detector network. We
then used BayesWave to recover and analyze these sig-
nals. The initial parameters for this simulation study are
listed in Table I.

For each injection, we calculated the signal-to-noise ra-
tio (SNR) to determine the maximum detectable distance
and the overlap distribution across iterations, which pro-
vides a quantitative measure of the reconstruction’s faith-
fulness to the original signal.
We adopted uniform priors on the frame function pa-

rameters, within these bounds:

• time: tmin ≤ t0 ≤ tmax, including a 1 s interval
centered on the peak amplitude of the injection;

• frequency: fmin ≤ f0 ≤ fmax where fmin is set at
20 Hz and fmax is the Nyquist frequency (4096 Hz
in our case, determined by the sampling rate);

• quality factor: 0.1 ≤ Q ≤ 40;

• phase: 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 2π.

We use the prior on the number of frame functions as
described in Eq. 9. We conducted our analysis using
BayesWave with 4-second segments and 4096 Hz sam-
pling rate, reconstructing each waveform with the three
frame functions (Morlet-Gabor, chirplet, and shapelet).
This process was repeated for LIGO, A+, CE, and ET
power spectral densities, totaling 180 injections.



6

FIG. 6. Trajectories for three of the waveforms used in this
study, with input parameters (q, L) = (1, 1.2) (top), (q, L) =
(1, 1.5)(center), (q, L) = (4, 0.7) (bottom)

For each frame function, we calculate the overlap O
between the reconstructed and injected signals, where
O = 1 indicates complete agreement. The noise curves
used were extracted from the publicly available LIGO
sensitivity design curves [41] and are shown in Fig. 1.

IV. RESULTS

We present our main results on the basis of the an-
alytical framework described above. First, we evalu-
ate BayesWave reconstruction faithfulness by examining
overlap distributions for each frame function and analyz-
ing which waveform characteristics favor shapelets over
other methods. We then calculate detection rates for

LIGO, A +, CE, and ET, based on the event rate es-
timates of Kocsis et al. [32], identifying regions of the
parameter space with the highest detection probability.

A. Comparison of frame functions

Figure 7 compares BayesWave reconstruction perfor-
mance with the three frame functions across hyperbolic
encounter parameters. Panels are arranged by mass ra-
tio (top to bottom) and initial angular momentum (left
to right), showing overlap posteriors and 90% credible
waveform reconstructions.
Across the parameter space, all frame functions pro-

duce overlaps greater that 0.9, indicating they can all re-
construct the hyperbolic encounters well. We see nearly
identical overlap distributions for chirplets and wavelets.
This result is not unexpected, as chirplets reduce to
wavelets when ḟ0 = 0 (see Eq. 4). The distribution of
overlaps using shapelets for the reconstruction are no-
ticeably distinct from the chirplets and wavelets results;
sometimes the shapelet-based reconstruction produces
higher overlaps on average (for example (q, L) = (2, 1.0)),
and sometimes lower overlaps on average (for example
(q, L) = (4, 0.65)). This potentially points to limitations
from restricting the shapelet index to n = 2, and future
work can investigate changing that index.
In addition to reconstruction fidelity, we also investi-

gate the typical model dimensionality for the three frame
functions. Figure 8 shows the average (mean) number of
frame functions used per BayesWave run for each hy-
perbolic waveform described in Sec. III B, injected with
SNRs uniformly distributed from 10 to 40. While the
number of shapelets used peaks at a lower value (close
to one) compared to wavelets and chirplets, the tail
of the shapelets distribution extends to higher values.
This indicates that while chirplets and wavelets provide
consistently high overlaps, shapelets sometimes achieve
higher or lower overlaps depending on the waveform, and
the broader tail of their distribution suggests that more
components may occasionally be required, implying that
shapelets could be chosen when capturing complex wave-
form features is a priority, while chirplets or wavelets may
be preferred for efficiency in simpler cases.
We additionally compare the computational efficien-

cies of the different frame functions. Table II shows that
shapelets use less disk space but require more memory
and CPU time than Morlet-Gabor and chirplet frames.

B. Detection rates

In this study, we declare that a detection occurs when
the recovered signal SNR exceeds 8, consistent with other
similar work [37]. Since the SNR is proportional to the
waveform amplitude h, (see Eq. 7), it is inversely propor-
tional to the (horizon) luminosity distance dL, the largest
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FIG. 7. Comparison of waveform reconstructions with three frame functions. In each panel, the inset plot is the 90 percent
credible interval whitened waveform reconstruction using the Morlet-Gabor (green), chirplet (orange), and shapelet (purple),
with time on the abscissa and dimensionless strain on the ordinate. The main plot in each panel is the posterior distribution
of the overlaps between the injected waveform and the Morlet-Gabor, chirplet, and shapelet reconstructions (same colors as
the inset plots). One can see that in nearly all cases, the overlaps distribution of chirplet and Morlet-Gabor is nearly identical,
owing to their similar parameterizations.
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FIG. 8. Average number of frame functions used
in three frame function types—Morlet-Gabor, Chirplet,
and Shapelet—for the reconstructions of hyperbolic en-
counter waveforms using Morlet-Gabor wavelets, chirplets
and shapelets. Note that the distributions for Morlet-Gabor
and chirplet exhibit double peaks, indicating two parts of the
reconstructed parameter space.

distance at which the signal is detectable:

SNR ∼ 1

dL
(11)

For non-negligible redshift (z ≈ 0.05) we must consider
the rate of cosmological expansion, using the redshifted
sensitivity volume:

Vz = 4π

∫ zmax

0

(1 + z)
dVC
dz

dz, (12)

where zmax is defined as the maximum redshift at which a
source would produce an SNR of exactly 8 in the detector,
dVC

dz is the differential comoving volume:

dVC
dz

= 4π
d2L

E(z)(1 + z)2
(13)

and E(z) =
√
ΩΛ +Ωm(1 + z)3. ΩΛ and Ωm are the

fractions of mass-energy contained in vacuum energy, and
matter, respectively.

The detection rate ν for a given waveform is related to
the sensitivity volume by:

ν = RV, (14)

with R the expected rate for hyperbolic encounters in
globular clusters. For all waveforms, we use the expected
rate derived by Kocsis et al. [32].

Table I reports the calculated luminosity distance con-
straints and detection rates for BBH hyperbolic encoun-
ters, using the injection set from Section III, assuming

idealized noise and optimal sky orientation for a LIGO-
type detector; our results are therefore optimistic. Actual
noise (thermal, electronic, seismic) can distort the signals
and reduce their detectability, while non-optimal detec-
tor orientation and systematic errors introduce additional
limitations and biases that are not captured under ideal
conditions. We repeated this analysis for A+, Cosmic
Explorer, and Einstein Telescope noise realizations.
Our order of magnitude luminosity sensitivity dis-

tances are comparable to previous calculations [9, 12, 32],
with LIGO sensitivity distance ranging from 60 to 250
Mpc, consistent with previous studies [9, 12, 32]; Fig. 9
shows sensitivity distance contours as a function of the
initial angular momentum (i.e., impact parameter) and
the mass ratio.
The calculated rates suggest that these events are most

likely detactable by the next generation of gravitational
wave detectors, Cosmic Explorer and Einstein Telescope,
with 2.66 events per year for equal mass cases with Cos-
mic Explorer. Next-generation detector rates are overall
consistent with other studies [9].

V. CONCLUSION

Highly eccentric black hole binary systems are pre-
dicted to be common in globular clusters and dense astro-
physical environments [9–11, 13, 32, 35]. In particular,
BBH hyperbolic encounters of stellar-mass black holes
should emit GWs manifesting as single-cycle transients in
current ground-based detector frequency ranges [13, 32].
This paper presents a Bayesian analysis of numeri-

cal waveforms from BBH hyperbolic encounters and es-
timates detection rates for current and future ground-
based interferometers. Our rates are consistent with pre-
vious work [9, 12, 32], ∼ 10−3 per year for LIGO and A+
and ∼ few per year for Cosmic Explorer and Einstein
Telescope.
The analysis was performed with BayesWave. We

tested shapelet frame functions against traditional
Morlet-Gabor and chirplet functions, using the overlap
between injected hinj and recovered hrec waveforms We
found that BayesWave with shapelets provides compara-
ble reconstruction quality while typically requiring fewer
basis functions, possibly due to morphological similar-
ity between shapelets and BBH hyperbolic encounters in
the time-frequency domain. The computational require-
ments are tabulated in Table II.
Applying this analysis to real data will require address-

ing instrumental glitches, particularly blip glitches that
morphologically resemble hyperbolic encounter wave-
forms and could cause false detections. BayesWave’s
Bayesian framework for distinguishing astrophysical sig-
nals from glitches may directly apply to hyperbolic en-
counters.
Given globular cluster models [32] and the expected

increasing detector sensitivity, GWs from hyperbolic en-
counters are likely to be detectable in the future. Since
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TABLE I. Tabulated results from numerical injections. The first and second columns are the mass ratio and the initial angular
momentum in geometric units, respectively, i.e. the initial parameters of the BBH system corresponding to each injected
waveform. The third through tenth columns are the sensitive luminosity distance and detection rate for LIGO, A+, CE, and
ET, respectively.

q L
LIGO LIGO A+ Cosmic Explorer Einstein Telescope

D [Mpc] Rate [10−3/y] [Mpc] Rate [10−3/y] [Mpc] Rate [y−1] [Mpc] Rate [y−1]

1
1.2 165 1.24 305 7.47 2676 2.66 1715 0.86
1.3 141 0.800 256 4.47 2623 2.52 1470 0.58
1.5 99 0.277 181 1.64 2116 1.48 1050 0.24

2
0.9 197 2.09 372 13.3 3081 3.75 1969 1.23
1.0 164 1.22 304 7.33 2634 2.55 1720 0.87
1.2 115 0.441 214 2.64 2272 1.77 1177 0.32

4
0.65 144 0.851 291 6.64 2237 1.70 1458 0.57
0.7 124 0.537 231 3.30 2040 1.35 1257 0.38
0.8 97 0.260 184 1.70 1723 0.87 989 0.20

8
0.42 80 0.147 153 0.991 1260 0.39 828 0.12
0.45 71 0.103 132 0.646 1169 0.32 746 0.09
0.5 58 0.056 110 0.380 1024 0.22 597 0.05

16
0.23 49 0.032 94.1 0.237 762 0.098 497 0.03
0.24 45 0.027 87 0.188 728 0.087 442 0.02
0.25 41 0.021 78 0.137 687 0.074 429 0.02

FIG. 9. Sensitivity distance contours from our waveform injections. For both panels, the ordinate is the initial angular
momentum in geometric units of m2, and the abscissa is the mass ratio. The color bar shown to the right of each panel
shows the luminosity distances at which the injection is detectable for SNR threshold 8, given an idealized noise spectrum.
The left panel is for LIGO and A+ and the right panel is for CE and ET. Although our parameter space is limited, it is
clear that the equal-mass ratio provides detectability at greater luminosity distance compared to the more extreme mass ratio
counterparts, which is sensible because the gravitational radiation from bremsstrahlung encounters is proportional to the mass.
The sensitivity range of 40 − 400 Mpc is consistent with estimates by [32], who examined an equal mass m1 = m2 = 40 M⊙
case and found an estimated range of 200 Mpc for a threshold of SNR 5 studied the LIGO and A+ detector cases. Similarly,
[12] found luminosity distances 40 − 50 Mpc range. The estimates presented here are comparatively optimistic, owing to the
choice of idealized noise (i.e. no glitches).

dynamical evolution scenarios predict eccentric binary
signatures [8], confirmed detections of hyperbolic encoun-
ters may inform black hole formation scenarios.
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