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ABSTRACT

In this Letter, we explore the formation of the mass-gap black hole-neutron star (mgBHNS) merger
detected in gravitational wave (GW) event, i.e., GW230529, from the isolated binary evolution channel,
and study potential signatures of its electromagnetic counterparts. By adopting the ‘delayed’ super-
nova prescription and reasonable model realizations, our population synthesis simulation results can
simultaneously match the rate densities of mgBHNS and total BHNS mergers inferred from the popu-
lation analyses, along with the population distribution of the BH mass in BHNS mergers reported by
the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA Collaboration. Because GW230529 contributes significantly to the inferred
mgBHNS rate densities, we suggest that GW230529 can be explained through the isolated binary
evolution channel. Considering the AP4 (DD2) equation of state, the probability that GW230529 can
make tidal disruption is 12.8% (63.2%). If GW230529 is a disrupted event, its kilonova peak apparent
magnitude is predicted ~ 23 — 24 mag, and hence, can be detected by the present survey projects and
LSST. Since GW230529 could be an off-axis event inferred from the GW observation, its associated
gamma-ray burst (GRB) might be too dim to be observed by ~-ray detectors, interpreting the lack of
GRB observations. Our study suggests the existence of mgBHNS mergers formed through the isolated
binary evolution channel due to the discovery of GW230529, indicating that BHNS mergers are still
likely to be multimessenger sources that emit GWs, GRBs, and kilonovae. Although mgBHNS mergers
account for ~ 50% cosmological BHNS population, we find that 2> 90% disrupted BHNS mergers are
expected to originate from mgBHNS mergers.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Black hole-neutron star (BHNS) mergers are prime
search targets for the ground-based gravitational-wave
(GW) detectors, including LIGO (LIGO Scientific Col-
laboration et al. 2015), Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015), and
KAGRA (Aso et al. 2013). Until the end of the GW
third observing run (03), the first two BHNS mergers
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were identified by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) Col-
laboration (Abbott et al. 2021a), with GW200105 being
a merger between a 8.9112M BH and a 1.9703 M, NS,
and GW200115 being a merger between a 5.715 M, BH
and a 1.570 7 M NS (all measurements quoted at the
90% credible level). During O3, the LVK Collaboration
reported three additional marginal BHNS candidates
(Abbott et al. 2021b; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration
et al. 2021; Abbott et al. 2023), with GW190426.152155
involving a 5.7755M, BH and a 1.5705Ms NS,
GW190917_114630 involving a 9.713JMy BH and a
2.1 1My NS, as well as GW191219_163120 involving
a 31.1732M, BH and a 1177507 M, NS. GWTC-3
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also includes a puzzling GW event, GW190814, com-
posed of a 22.2 — 24.3 M primary BH and a 2.50 —
2.67 M secondary compact object with unclear ori-
gin (Abbott et al. 2020). The LVK Collaboration
also discovered a similar, but marginal GW candi-
date, namely GW200210.092254 (Abbott et al. 2023),
with component masses inferred to be 24.1'_"1:2M@ and
2.8310-97 M, respectively.

The X-ray and radio observations of Galactic pulsars
implied a likely NS maximum mass of ~ 2—2.3 M, (e.g.,
Antoniadis et al. 2013; Alsing et al. 2018; Romani et al.
2022) while Galactic BHs in X-ray binaries were inferred
to have a lower boundary close to ~ 5 Mg (Bailyn et al.
1998; Ozel et al. 2010; Farr et al. 2011), leading to the
conjecture of the presence of a mass gap between the
heaviest NSs and lightest BHs. However, recent electro-
magnetic (EM) observations of non-interacting binary
systems (Thompson et al. 2019; Rivinius et al. 2020; An-
drews et al. 2022) and gravitational microlensing events
(Wyrzykowski & Mandel 2020) indicated that the mass
gap might be partially polluted. The population proper-
ties of O3 BHNS candidates suggested a relative dearth
of events with masses in the mass gap (Zhu et al. 2022b;
Ye & Fishbach 2022; Biscoveanu et al. 2023), which
was also supported by the population study on merg-
ing compact binaries in GWTC-3 (Abbott et al. 2023).
Whether there is a mass gap or not can shed light on su-
pernova (SN) mechanisms for the formation of NSs and
BHs, with the rapid model giving rise to the mass gap,
while the delayed model does not (Fryer et al. 2012).
Population synthesis simulations revealed that BHs in
~ 30-80% BHNS mergers can have a mass in the mass
gap by considering the delayed SN model (Shao & Li
2021; Drozda et al. 2022). It is expected that future de-
tection of merging mass-gap BHNS (mgBHNS) binaries
through GW observations can give a better constraint
on the SN mechanisms.

Binary NSs (BNSs) and BHNSs have long been pro-
posed to be progenitors of some fast-evolving EM tran-
sients, including gamma-ray bursts (GRBs; Paczynski
1986, 1991; Eichler et al. 1989; Narayan et al. 1992;
Zhang 2018; Gottlieb et al. 2023) and kilonovae (Li &
Paczynski 1998; Metzger et al. 2010). While BNS merg-
ers were confirmed as the origin of GRBs and kilonovae
thanks to the associations between GW170817 (Abbott
et al. 2017a), GRB170817A (Abbott et al. 2017b; Gold-
stein et al. 2017; Savchenko et al. 2017; Zhang et al.
2018), and AT2017gfo (e.g., Abbott et al. 2017¢; Ar-
cavi et al. 2017; Coulter et al. 2017; Drout et al. 2017;
Evans et al. 2017; Kasen et al. 2017; Kasliwal et al.
2017; Kilpatrick et al. 2017; Pian et al. 2017; Smartt
et al. 2017), the joint observations of the O3 BHNS GW

candidates and their associated EM counterparts, espe-
cially for kilonova emissions, were absent. One possi-
ble reason for the lack of kilonova detection following
03 BHNS GW signals could be the challenge of rapidly
achieving full distance and volumetric coverage for the
probability maps of the LVK Collaboration within the
short kilonova duration by current survey projects (e.g.,
Coughlin et al. 2020; Kasliwal et al. 2020; Gompertz
et al. 2020; Anand et al. 2021). Unlike BNS merg-
ers, which typically eject a certain amount of materi-
als to produce EM counterparts, the NS components
in some merging BHNS binaries may directly plunge
into their BH companions without generating any ob-
servable EM signals. NS tidal disruption tends to oc-
cur if the BHNS binaries have a low-mass BH with
a high orbital aligned spin and a low-mass NS with
a stiff EoS (Shibata & Taniguchi 2011; Foucart 2012;
Kyutoku et al. 2013, 2015; Kawaguchi et al. 2016; Fou-
cart et al. 2018; Zhu et al. 2020, 2021b; Hayashi et al.
2021; Sarin et al. 2022). More specifically, since primary
BHs (produced from initially more massive star) formed
through the classical CE scenario typically possess near-
zero aligned spins (Qin et al. 2018; Fuller et al. 2019;
Belczynski et al. 2020), tidal disruptions of most cos-
mological BHNS mergers are expected to occur if the
BHs have a mass of < 6 — 7Mg and the NSs have a
mass of < 1.5 Mg (e.g., Zhu et al. 2021a, 2022b). If the
mass gap does exist, the mass space that allows NS tidal
disruption and produces bright EM signals could be lim-
ited. Because O3 BHNS candidates have BH masses of
2 5 Mg, inferred from GW observations, their posterior
mass distributions mostly lie outside the tidal disrup-
tion mass range (Abbott et al. 2021a; Zhu et al. 2021a,
2022b; D’Orazio et al. 2022). Thus, it is likely that
the EM counterparts associated with these BHNS candi-
dates were intrinsically missing. Additionally, although
a few O3 BHNS candidates still have low probabilities
of undergoing tidal disruption and producing kilonova
emissions, the brightness of these kilonovae might be
too dim to be detected by current survey telescopes due
to their remote distance from us (Zhu et al. 2021a).
The discovery of mgBHNS mergers through GW ob-
servations can provide an opportunity to constrain SN
mechanisms and isolated formation channel of com-
pact binaries. Furthermore, mgBHNS mergers are more
likely to have tidal disruption and produce observ-
able EM counterparts. Multimessenger observations of
BHNS mergers between GWs and EMs can be more
easily achieved if mgBHNS mergers exist. Most re-
cently, the LVK Collaboration reported the first mgB-
HNS merger, GW230529, detected in the first part of
the fourth observing run (The LIGO Scientific Col-



laboration et al. 2024). By adopting the combined
posterior results inferred by the low-spin prior of the
secondary component (i.e., the posterior sample of
Combined PHM_lowSecondarySpin; The LIGO Scientific
Collaboration et al. 2024), , the primary BH mass
of GW230529 is Mpy = 3.6797 Mg nearly filling in
the mass gap, while its secondary NS mass is Mng =
1.437099 M. The effective inspiral-spin and effective
precessing-spin of GW230529 are Yo = —0.10701% and
Xp = 0407037 respectively. The source has a redshift
of z = 0.04370:523  corresponding to a luminosity dis-
tance of Dy, = 197J_rég7Mpc. Based on the population
properties of currently detected BHNS mergers using
the NSBH-PoP model reported by The LIGO Scien-
tific Collaboration et al. (2024), we find the rate den-
sities of mgBHNS mergers with a primary BH mass
S 5 Mg and total BHNS mergers to be Ruygeuns =
18f?§ Gpc3yr~! and Rpuns = 401‘% Gpe3yr~ 1, re-
spectively. Without the inclusion of GW230529, these
rate densities change to be RypuNns = Oféo Gpc_3yr_1
and Rpans = 18f‘1% Gpc_?’yr_l. Thus, GW230529 sig-
nificantly increases the inferred rate of mgBHNS merg-
ers.

In this Letter, we explore the formation of GW230529
through the isolated binary evolution channel and study
the properties of its associated EM counterparts. Here-
after, the combined posterior sample inferred by the
default low-spin prior of the secondary component re-
leased by the LVK Collaboration is employed for our
studies on individual GW sources, including GW200105,
GW200115, and GW230529 (Abbott et al. 2021a; The
LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2024).

2. POPULATION SYNTHESIS OF BHNS
MERGERS AND FORMATION OF GW230529

2.1. Method

In this section, we employ the rapid binary popula-
tion synthesis code COMPAS (version 02.39.00; Steven-
son et al. 2017; Vigna-Gémez et al. 2018; Neijssel et al.
2019; Team COMPAS: Riley, J. et al. 2022) to explore
the formation of GW230529 through the isolated binary
evolution channel. To determine compact object masses
during core-collapse SNe (CCSNe) of stars, the ‘delayed’
SN prescription (Fryer et al. 2012) is adopted, which al-
lows for the production of mass-gap BHs (see also the
stochastic recipe developed by Mandel & Miiller 2020).
We generate and evolve binary systems according to the
fiducial population synthesis model described in Table
1 of Broekgaarden et al. (2021), with the maximum NS
mass changed to Mns max = 2.2 Mg. We refer readers to
Table 4 in Appendix for further details on other initial
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conditions, parameter settings, and simulation settings
we used.

We explore the variations of different common-
envelope (CE) efficiencies (acg = 1, 2, 5, 10) and the
velocity dispersion of CCSNe natal kicks (ocosn =
100, 265kms~1; Hobbs et al. 2005) in the formation of
BHNS mergers. The naming convention of our pop-
ulation synthesis models follows the pattern aXoY,
where X and Y are the corresponding values of acg and
occosN- Our population synthesis simulations include 8
models, each evolving 10 binaries across 10 metallic-
ity bins, totaling 107 binaries. We select BHNS merger
systems if the final primary mass M; > Mns max and
secondary mass My < MNs, max, While we identify mgB-
HNS merger systems by further requiring the final pri-
mary mass Mg max < M1 < 5Mg. Since x.g and xp of
GW NSBH mergers were measured to potentially have
low distributions, consistent with those of BHNS merg-
ers originating from the isolated binary evolution (e.g.,
Zhu et al. 2022b), we do not consider spin parameters
in our selection criteria. Using Equation (2) in Broek-
gaarden et al. (2021), the redshift-dependent BHNS rate
densities are calculated based on the metallicity-specific
star formation rate density model, which combines the
Madau & Dickinson (2014) star formation rate density
with the Panter et al. (2004) galaxy mass function and
the Langer & Norman (2006) mass-metallicity relation.
The local BHNS rate densities are obtained by consid-
ering simulated events within a redshift of 0.25.

2.2. Results

The simulated local event rate densities of mgBHNS
and BHNS mergers are listed in Table 1 and are dis-
played in Figure 1. In Table 1, we also calculate the
confidence intervals for our simulated population synthe-
sis rate densities to fall within the posterior distribution
of Rmgeuns and Rpuns obtained from the population
analyses reported by the LVK Collaboration (The LIGO
Scientific Collaboration et al. 2024). The event rate
densities of our population synthesis simulations are all
within the 90% credible intervals of observed RmgBHNS
and Rpans. We find that the models with a higher SN
kick indicate a better agreement with the LVK’s obser-
vations. Among these population synthesis models, the
model of 20265 exhibits the best consistency with the
GW observations.

We show the distribution of the BH mass and NS
mass for the 20265 population model in Figure 2.
The source-frame medians with the 90% credible inter-
vals of the inferred posterior samples for GW200105,
GW200115, and GW230529 are also displayed. One can
find that the combined model predicts that the majority



Table 1. Merger Rate Density of Population Syn-
thesis Simulation

Model RmgBHNS RBHNS CI
(Gpc™?yr™1)  (Gpc™yr™h)
alo100 57 149 0.89
a20100 93 154 0.84
abo100 74 86 0.42
a100100 58 67 0.47
alo265 9 39 0.62
20265 17 37 0.16
abo265 22 28 0.41
al00265 16 25 0.30

NOTE—The columns are (1) the population syn-
thesis model; (2) the simulated local merger rate
density of mgBHNS events in Gpc™®yr~!; (3)
the simulated local merger rate density of total
BHNS mergers in Gpc 2 yr™'; (4) the credible
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Figure 1. Simulated local rate density of mgBHNS

and BHNS mergers. The red, orange, green, and blue
points correspond to different envelope efficiencies of acy =
1, 2, 5, and 10, respectively. The solid and hollow points rep-
resent two NS natal kicks of ons = 100 and 265 kms™?.
The top and right panels display the posteriors on the
merger rate densities of mgBHNS and BHNS mergers ob-
tained from The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. (2024).
The 10% and 50% credible interval regions of the posteriors
are marked as solid gray lines. The shadow region in the bot-
tom right represents the prohibited parameter space where
RmgBHNS > RBHNS-

of BHNS mergers can have a BH mass of 2.2 —13.5 Mg,
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Figure 2. NS and BH masses of our population synthesis
simulations. The grey dotted lines represent the credible in-
terval regions of the simulation results, spanning from 10% to
90%, estimated using kernel density estimation. The source-
frame medians (star points) along with their corresponding
90% credible intervals (solid lines) are illustrated for the pos-
terior distributions of GW200105 (green), GW200115 (blue),
and GW230529 (orange). The right panel shows the popula-
tion distribution of the BH mass inferred by the GW observa-
tions (orange histogram; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration
et al. 2024), contrasted with that derived from our popula-
tion synthesis simulations (grey histogram). For an EoS of
AP4 (DD2), non-spinning BHNS mergers with component
masses located at the bottom left parameter space of the
pink (light pink) dashed line can allow tidal disruption.

and a NS mass of 1.25 — 2.2 M, with a concentration
of ~ 1.3 Mg. The inferred properties of GW200105,
GW200115, and GW230529 lie within the 70% credible
interval of our simulated BHNS population. In particu-
lar, the medians with a large fraction of the posterior for
the mgBHNS event, i.e., GW230529, recently reported
by the LVK Collaboration significantly overlap with the
highest probability region of the simulated BHNS pop-
ulation. We find that the predicted BH mass distri-
bution is basically consistent with that of GW BHNS
population inferred by the presently detected three high-
confidence BHNS mergers. Compared with the current
GW observations, where the BH mass peaks at ~ 4 Mg,
our simulated BH population has a lower mass peak of
3.4 Mg, which is approximately at the median of the
posterior BH mass distribution of GW230529.

Overall, the posterior masses of GW230529 given by
the LVK Collaboration are close to the highest proba-
bility region of the simulated BHNS population. Our
population synthesis simulation results can simultane-
ously match the inferred event rate densities of mgBHNS
and total BHNS mergers, along with the GW popula-
tion distribution of the BH mass in BHNS mergers. Be-
cause GW230529 contributes significantly to the inferred



mgBHNS rate densities, one can expect that GW230529
can likely originate from the isolated binary evolution
channel.

3. EM COUNTERPARTS OF GW230529 AND
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE BHNS EM
OBSERVATIONS

GW230529 was only observed by LIGO Livingston
and, hence, had a sky localization with a 90% credi-
ble area of ~ 25600 deg? (The LIGO Scientific Collab-
oration et al. 2024), which was too wide for follow-up
observations. There were no kilonova and GRB candi-
dates reported after this event. In this section, we will
study the tidal disruption probability and EM signals of
GW230529. Furthermore, with the discovery of the exis-
tence of mgBHNS mergers, our previous understanding
of the detectability of BHNS EM signals may change.
We will also briefly explore the future detectability of
BHNS EM signals based on our population synthesis
simulations.

3.1. Tidal Disruption Probability

Whether tidal disruption can occur in a BHNS merger
can be described by an empirical formula (Foucart et al.
2018)

s
(1)
which is used to calculate the total remnant mass outside
the remnant BH horizon, where o = 0.406, § = 0.139,
v = 0.255, § = 1.761, MR is the baryonic NS mass,
n = Q/(1+ Q) Q = Mpu/Mys is the mass ratio
between the BH mass Mgy and the NS mass Myg,
Cng = GMNS/C2RNS is the compactness dependent
on the NS equation of state (EoS) with the gravita-
tional constant G, speed of light ¢, and NS radius
Ryns. The normalized inner stable circular ogbit ra-
dius (Bardeen et al. 1972) can be expressed as Risco =
3+ Zo — sign(xsu,-) /(3 — Z1)(3+ Z1 + 2Z2), where
Zy =14 (1= x{u) 31+ xBr,2) 3 + (1 — xBH,2) '),
Zy =
spin parameter projected onto the orientation of orbital
angular momentum, abbreviated as the BH aligned-spin
hereafter. This formula can be more accurately ap-
plied in the range of @ € [1,7], xgu € [-0.5,0.9], and
Cxs € [0.13,0.182] (Foucart et al. 2018). BHNS mergers
with component masses located in the parameter space
of Miota1 > 0 can undergo tidal disruption and generate
EM signals.
We consider two specific EoSs commonly used in the
literature, among which AP4 (Akmal & Pandharipande

3X%H’Z + 72, and xpn,. is the dimensionless
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1997) is one of the most probable EoSs with a Tolman-
Oppenheimer-Volkoff mass of Mroy = 2.22 My, while
DD2 (Typel et al. 2010) is one of the stiffest EoSs con-
strained by GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2018a, 2019),
with Mrov = 2.42Mg. We calculate the baryonic
NS mass in Equation (1) as follow: Mjq = Mns,o +
A1 X MI%S,G + A2M§’IS’®7 where MNS,@ = MNs/MQ,
and we adopt the fitting values A; = 0.045 (0.046)
and Ay = 0.023 (0.014) for an EoS of AP4 (DD2)
from Gao et al. (2020). The NS compactness is given
by the fitting formula from Coughlin et al. (2017), i.e.,
Cns = 1.1056 x (MYBg/Mys — 1)0-8277,

Figure 3 shows the parameter space where the NS can
be tidally disrupted using Equation (1). For a given
XBH,z, BHNS mergers composed of a low-mass BH com-
ponent and a low-mass NS component are more easily
to have tidal disruption. The mass space that allows
NS tidal disruption expands significantly with increasing
XBH,- and the adoption of a stiffer EoS. We display the
90% credible posterior distributions and the medians of
component masses, as well as the medians of BH aligned-
spins xBH, =, for GW200105, GW200115, and GW230529
(Abbott et al. 2021a; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration
et al. 2024) in Figure 3. Based on the GW observed sam-
ples reported by the LVK Collaboration (Abbott et al.
2021a; The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. 2024),
the explicit results of the tidal disruption probabilities
for these three BHNS mergers are listed in Table 2. It
is obvious that GW200105 is unlikely to make tidal dis-
ruption to generate any EM counterparts, because its
BH and NS components are massive with the mass dis-
tribution significantly outside the tidal disruption re-
gion. Although GW200115 has BH and NS masses much
lighter than those of GW200105, tidal disruption can oc-
cur with only a very low probability of Pijqa = 2.76%
under the EoS of DD2. Compared with GW200105 and
GW200115 whose BH masses are 2 5 My, GW230529,
as a mgBHNS merger, occupies a larger portion of its
mass parameter space located within the disruption re-
gion, especially when considering a stiffer EoS. More
specifically, the tidal disruption probabilities are 12.8%
and 63.2% by adopting the EoS of AP4 and DD2, respec-
tively. The former value is similar to that reported in
The LIGO Scientific Collaboration et al. (2024), which
was obtained by marginalizing over the EoS.

3.2. Kilonova Properties

Tidal disruption of a BHNS merger can directly gen-
erate unbound lanthanide-rich dynamical ejecta, while
other unswallowed material can form a disk around
the remnant BH. Based on Zhu et al. (2020), one can
calculate the mass of the dynamical ejecta by My =
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Figure 3. Source-frame mass parameter space for BHNS merger systems to allow NS tidal disruption. We mark the mass ratio
from @ = 2 to 8 as dashed lines in each panel. The solid lines represent the primary BH aligned-spin xBu,. from —0.75 to
0.90. For a specific xgu,., BHNS mergers with component masses located at the bottom left parameter space (denoted by the
direction of the arrows) can undergo tidal disruption. For GW200105 (green), GW200115 (blue), and GW230529 (orange), the
90% credible posterior distributions (colored solid lines) and the medians (colored stars) are displayed, while the corresponding
median values of xpm,. for these three sources are marked as dashed-dotted lines.

Table 2. Tidal Disruption Probability, Kilonova Brightness, and GRB
Detection Probability of BHNS Mergers

Parp
0. =35° 0.="7°

GW Event EoS  Pigal | mg/mag m,/mag

Gwaooros A4 0% B B B B
DD2 0% - — - -

awaoo11s APA 0% 1 s R N
DD2 2.76% | 24.571'% 244713 | 0.004%  0.004%

Gwaosose AP4 12.8% 244715 243777 | 035%  0.77%

DD2 63.2% | 234715 2327718 | 1.56% = 4.61%

NOTE—The columns are (1) the GW event; (2) the selected EoS; (3) the tidal disruption probability; (4) the median values with
90% credible intervals of g-band apparent magnitude distribution; (5) the median values with 90% credible intervals of r-band
apparent magnitude distribution; (6) the GRB detection probability by considering the jet core opening angles of 6, = 3.5°
and 7°.

min(fmaxMtotal,ﬁt7Md,ﬁt) and disk mass by Mgisx =
Mot 5t — My, where fiax represents the maximum frac-
tion of the dynamical ejecta mass in the total remnant
mass as determined by the numerical relativity simula-
tions (Kyutoku et al. 2015) and Mg s can be obtained
by substituting the fitting parameters in Equation (1)
with a = 0.273, 8 = 0.035, v = —0.153 and § = 1.491.
The root-mean-square velocity of the dynamical ejecta
can be described by vyms 4 = (—0.441Q %224 + 0.549)c,

which is applied for @ € [1,7]. In addition to the
tidal dynamical ejecta, the remnant disk can also pro-
duce lanthanide-free neutrino-driven wind ejecta caused
by neutrino heating and intermediate-opacity viscosity-
driven wind ejecta due to viscous heating and angu-
lar momentum transport. According to some numerical
simulation results (e.g., Fernandez et al. 2015; Just et al.
2015; Siegel & Metzger 2017), neutrino-driven ejecta
and viscosity-driven ejecta can have masses of ~ 1%
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width of the histograms is set as A = 0.2 mag.

and ~ 20% of the disk mass, respectively, with the
root-mean-square velocities of ~ 0.03¢ and ~ 0.667 c.
We set the gray opacities of neutrino-driven ejecta,
and viscosity-driven ejecta as 1cm?g™!, 5cm?g~!, and
20cm?g! (Tanaka et al. 2020).

We use the detailed viewing-angle-dependent BHNS
kilonova model presented by Zhu et al. (2020), which
is essentially consistent with other models and simu-
lations in the literature (e.g., Kawaguchi et al. 2016,
2020; Barbieri et al. 2019; Darbha et al. 2021; Zhu et al.
2022a; Gompertz et al. 2023), to simulate multi-band
lightcurves of kilonova associated with BHNS GWs.
The input parameters include binary parameters (Mpy,
Mnys, and xppu,,) which can be obtained from the GW
posterior results, EoS (i.e., AP4 and DD2), luminosity
distance Dy, redshift z, and two viewing angle param-
eters (including the latitudinal viewing angle 8y;ey and
the longitudinal viewing angle Yyiew ). Here Oyioy equals
the zenith angle between the total angular momentum
and the line of sight 6y inferred from the observations
of GW230529, while ¢yiew is randomly simulated be-
tween 0 and 2.

In Figure 4, we show the probability density distri-
butions of g- and r-band peak apparent magnitudes
for the GW230529 kilonova. The medians with 90%
credible intervals of the peak magnitude distributions
are listed in Table 2. We also mark the threshold
depths of four representative survey projects, includ-
ing the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF; Bellm et al.

2019), the Multi-channel Photometric Survey Telescope
(Mephisto!), the Wide Field Survey Telescope (WFST;
Wang et al. 2023) and the Large Synoptic Survey Tele-
scope (LSST; LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009),
for an exposure time of 300s in Figure 4. The peak ap-
parent magnitudes of the GW230529 kilonova exhibit
broad distributions with the medians of ~ 24.3mag
and ~ 23.3mag when adopting the EoSs of AP4 and
DD2, respectively. The medians of apparent magnitude
distribution for DD2 are 1mag brighter than those of
GW200115, because GW230529 with Dy, = 197748 Mpc
is much closer than GW200115 with Dy, = 3101755 Mpe.
Even though when considering a stiff EoS of DD2,
we can find that ZTF could have a limited probabil-
ity of observing the kilonova emission associated with
GW230529. However, operational survey projects, in-
cluding Mephisto and WFST, as well as future LSST
can have enough detectability to discover the GW230529
kilonova if GW230529 can make tidal disruption.

3.3. GRB Properties

We adopt a single-Gaussian structured jet model
(Zhang & Mészaros 2002) to describe the GRB angu-
lar distributions of the jet kinetic energy and Lorentz

L http://www.mephisto.ynu.edu.cn
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Figure 5. Probability density distributions of BHNS merger GRB v-ray flux for GW230529. Two different core opening angles
are considered: 6. = 3.5° (left panels) and 7°, as well as two EoSs, namely AP4 (top panels) and DD2 (bottom panels). The
red, orange, blue, and green histograms represent GRB with latitudinal viewing angle ranges of Oyiew < 7°, 7° < Oyiew < 14°,
14° < Byiew < 21°, and > 21°, respectively. The gray dashed lines indicate the effective sensitivity limit for y-ray detectors. We
note that the y-axis scalings differ between the top and bottom panels.

factor, i.e.,

dr 62
d—Q(H) = Ec€Xp (-Tog) s

i @

T'(0) =T.exp (—@> +1,
where T is the jet core Lorentz factor, . is the jet core
opening angle, e. & EK jet /2702, and the kinetic energy
of the Blandford—Znajek jet (Blandford & Znajek 1977)
is EK,jet = 6(1 — g)Mdiskczg%-[f(QH) with € ~ 0.015 fol-
lowing Barbieri et al. (2019), the disk mass loss ratio
& =~ 0.2 (Ferndndez et al. 2015; Just et al. 2015; Siegel
& Metzger 2017), the dimensionless angular frequency

at the BH horizon Qy = xBu,¢/2 (1 +4/1- X%H,f)? the

dimensionless spin of the final BH xpp s calculated by
using Equation (11) from Pannarale (2013), and the
high-spin correction f(Qy) =1+ 1.380Q% — 9.2Q4. The
isotropic equivalent energy of the GRB prompt emission
is given by (Salafia et al. 2015)

dE/dS
Erviso =11y / I'4(1— Bcosa)d

where the radiation efficiency is typically adopted to
ny =01, 8 = (1 -T"2)2 cosa = cosfcosbyiew +
sin 0 sin Oyiey cos . Therefore, we can obtain the y-ray
flux by F, = E, iso/4nDit;, where the jet duration is
set to t; = 1s. Here, the GRB jet from BHNS mergers
is assumed to be always launched towards the orbital
angular momentum direction.

aQ(e,¢),  (3)



Based on the observations of both prompt and after-
glow emissions from GW170817, we assume that the jet
core Lorentz factor and opening angle are I'. ~ 500 and
0. ~ 3.5° (e.g., Lyman et al. 2018; Troja et al. 2020;
Cao et al. 2023), respectively. Furthermore, because
the amount of ejecta along the polar direction of BHNS
mergers is typically much less than that of BNS mergers,
the jets from BHNS mergers might not be effectively col-
limated. Therefore, we explore the variation of the jet
core opening angle of 6. = 7°, assessing its influence on
the detection of GRBs associated with GW230529.

The viewing angle of GW230529 inferred by the LVK
Collaboration is Oyijew = 39J_r§2, suggesting that the as-
sociated GRB could be more likely an off-axis event.
Based on this inferred viewing angle distribution, we
model the vy-ray flux distributions of GRB associated
with GW230529 by considering two EoSs in Figure 5.
The GRBs with flux larger than the effective sensitiv-
ity limit in 1 — 10*keV for Swift-BAT (Gehrels et al.
2004) and SVOM-ECLAIRS (Gétz et al. 2014), i.e.,
Fytimit ~ 3 x 107 Tergs™tem™2 (Song et al. 2019), are
assumed to be triggered by GRB detectors. The de-
tection probabilities of associated GRBs for GW200115
and GW230529 are listed in Table 2.

As shown in Figure 5, the flux distributions of
GW230529-associated GRB are mostly much lower than
the ~-ray sensitivity limit, peaking at ~ 10719 —
107 %ergs~'em™2. If 6. = 3.5°, GRB detection typ-
ically requires viewing angles of Oyiewy, < 7 — 14°; if
0. = 7°, the allowed viewing angles can be slightly
larger with Oyiew < 14 — 21°. When adopting an EoS
of AP4, the probabilities of GRB detection could be
always lower than 1%. By considering the stiffer EoS
of DD2, more BHNS mergers can have tidal disruption,
leading to a more massive disk and hence brighter GRBs.
Nevertheless, since the GW observation suggested that
GW230529 was likely to be an off-axis event, the detec-
tion of its associated GRB remains challenging. When
adopting 6. = 3.5°, the probability of GRB detection
could be as low as 1.35%. Increasing 6. to 7° can raise
the detection probability to 4.61%. If GW230529 is a
disrupted event, one may conclude that the absence of a
detected GRB associated with GW230529 is likely due
to it being an off-axis event, as indicated by the GW
observation.

3.4. Implication of EM detectability for BHNS Mergers

In the standard binary evolution scenario, most BHs
typically formed at wide orbits are expected to usually
possess low spins (Qin et al. 2018; Fuller et al. 2019; Bel-
czynski et al. 2020; Mandel & Smith 2021). BHs with
high orbital aligned spin in BHNS mergers can originate
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from tidal-induced spin-up (e.g., Qin et al. 2018; Bavera
et al. 2020; Hu et al. 2022; Chattopadhyay et al. 2022) or
accretion-induced spin-up (e.g., Wang et al. 2024; Xing
et al. 2024; Zhu et al. 2024), which may only account for
a small fraction of BHNS mergers. For simplicity, we
assume that the spins of BHs in our simulated BHNS
mergers are near-zero. Furthermore, we randomly gen-
erate sin Oyiew and yiew within the ranges of [0, 1] and
[0, 27], respectively, for these simulated events. In Fig-
ure 2, we show the mass distribution of our population
synthesis simulations introduced in Section 2.2, as well
as the tidal disruption region for BHNS mergers with
non-spinning BH components. One can see that BHNS
mergers located in the highest probability region are al-
ways allowed to have tidal disruption. When considering
the NS EoS of AP4, all BHNS mergers with BH mass
higher than the mass gap are solely plunging events,
whereas tidal disruption can only happen for mergers
between an mgBH and a < 1.4 Mg NS. For the stiffer
EoS of DD2, a fraction of NSs with masses < 1.4 Mg
can be tidally disrupted by 5 — 8 My BHs. However,
mgBHNS mergers would still be the dominant events
causing disruption.

Based on our population synthesis simulation results,
we then simulate the tidal disruption probability, kilo-
nova detectable rate, and GRB detection rate for GW
BHNS mergers detected in the near future GW observ-
ing era (e.g., O4b and O5). We conservatively con-
sider BHNS mergers occurring within 300 Mpc, which is
the observed distance of GW200105 and GW200115, as
well as the representative distance of detectable BHNS
mergers in O4 (Abbott et al. 2018b; Zhu et al. 2021b;
Colombo et al. 2023; Gupta et al. 2023). We find
that 100% and 2> 90% disrupted BHNS mergers are ex-
pected to originate from mgBHNS mergers by adopting
the EoS of AP4 and DD2, respectively. When the de-
tection depth exceeds 24 mag, the survey projects can
cover the majority of kilonovae associated with BHNS
mergers. However, considering the rapid rise and de-
cline of kilonovae, their signals may be challenging to
be identified. Additionally, we find that the detec-
tion rate of GRBs originating from mgBHNS mergers
is ~ 0.1 — 0.4yr—!'. Therefore, in the future, it may
be possible to search for kilonova signals via the target-
of-opportunity follow-up observations of both GW and
GRB triggers, like the multimessenger observations be-
tween GW170817/GRB170817A /AT2017gfo.

4. CONCLUSION

In this Letter, we use COMPAS to explore the forma-
tion of GW230529, which is a mgBHNS merger be-
tween a 3.6J_r(1)j;M® BH and a 1.43J_r8:51’8M@ NS reported
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Table 3. EM Detectability of BHNS Mergers in 300 Mpc

EoS Population Pidal  Riidar/yr ™! Ridtonova/yr ™" Rerp/yr™
22mag 24mag 26mag 0O.=35° 60.=T7°

Mass-gap BHNS | 17.1% 0.71 0.01 0.15 0.70 0.12 0.18

AP4  High-mass BHNS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total BHNS 17.1% 0.71 0.01 0.15 0.70 0.12 0.18
Mass-gap BHNS | 24.9% 1.04 0.06 0.79 1.03 0.20 0.33
DD2 High-mass BHNS | 3.4% 0.14 0.01 0.05 0.14 0.02 0.02
Total BHNS 28.3% 1.18 0.27 0.07 1.17 0.20 0.35

NOTE—The columns are (1) the selected EoS; (2) the BHNS population, including mgBHNS mergers, high-mass BHNS mergers
with BH mass of > 5 Mg, and total BHNS mergers (3) the tidal disruption probability; (4) the tidal disruption rate in
300 Mpc; (5) the g-band kilonova detectable rate of BHNS mergers in 300 Mpc for three different detection depths of mg =
22, 24, and 26 mag; (6) the detection rate of GRBs from BHNS mergers in 300 Mpc by considering two jet core opening angles

of 0. = 3.5° and 7°.

by the LVK Collaboration. By adopting the ‘delayed’
SN prescription, our population synthesis simulations
can simultaneously match the inferred event rate densi-
ties of the mgBHNS and total BHNS mergers obtained
from the population analyses, along with the popula-
tion distribution of the BH mass in BHNS mergers mod-
eled by the LVK Collaboration. The mass posterior of
GW230529 significantly overlaps with the highest prob-
ability region of the simulated BHNS population. Fur-
thermore, mgBHNS mergers can also originate from dy-
namical formation in dense stellar environments or triple
system, but the expected rate densities could be much
lower than inferred GW mgBHNS rate densities (e.g.,
Fragione et al. 2020; Gupta et al. 2020; Ye et al. 2020;
Tagawa et al. 2021). Since GW230529 contributes sig-
nificantly to the current inferred mgBHNS rate densi-
ties, we suggest that GW230529 could originate from
the isolated binary evolution channel.

By considering two specific EoSs of AP4 and DD2,
the probabilities that GW230529 can have tidal disrup-
tion are 12.8% and 63.2%, respectively. If GW230529 is
a disrupted event, the associated kilonova is predicted
to have an apparent magnitude of ~ 23 — 24 mag, and
hence, can be detected by the present survey projects
and the LSST in the future. Since GW230529 could be
an off-axis event inferred from the GW observation, its
associated GRB might be too dim to be observed by -
ray detectors, interpreting the lack of a detected GRB
associated with the event. Our results are generally con-
sistent with those suggested by other recent studies (e.g.,
Chandra et al. 2024; Ronchini et al. 2024).

The discovery of GW230529 revealed that the mass
gap between ~ 2.2 — 5 Mg may not exist. Previous
studies indicated that most cosmological BHNS merg-

ers involving BH masses of 2 5 My are usually hard to
make tidal disruption and to generate bright EM signals
(e.g., Zhu et al. 2021a,b, 2022b; Fragione 2021; Drozda
et al. 2022). The existence of mgBHNS mergers suggests
that BHNS mergers are still likely to be multimessenger
sources that emit GWs, GRBs, and kilonovae. Although
mgBHNS mergers account for ~ 50% of the cosmolog-
ical BHNS population, we find that 100% and 2> 90%
disrupted BHNS mergers are expected to originate from
mgBHNS mergers, when considering the EoSs of AP4
and DD2, respectively.

Software: COMPAS (version 02.39.00; Team COM-
PAS: Riley, J. et al. 2022); GWOSC, https://gwosc.org;
Python, https://www.python.org; Matlab, https:
//www.mathworks.com;  OriginPro, https://www.
originlab.com/originpro


https://www.python.org
https://www.mathworks.com
https://www.mathworks.com
https://www.originlab.com/originpro
https://www.originlab.com/originpro
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APPENDIX

We summarize the binary population synthesis settings of our COMPAS simulations in Table 4.
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Table 4. Initial values and default settings of the population synthesis simulation with COMPAS

Description and name Value/range Note/setting

Initial conditions
Initial primary mass M ; [5,150] Mg Kroupa (2001) IMF oc M7 ;~“™MF with amvr = 2.3 for stars above 5 Mg
Initial mass ratio ¢ = Ma; /M [0,1] We assume a flat mass ratio distribution p(qi) o< 1 with My ; > 0.1 Mg
Initial semi-major axis a; [0.01,1000] AU Distributed flat-in-log p(ai) x 1/a;
Initial metallicity Z; [0.0001, 0.03] Distributed using a uniform grid in log(Z;) with 10 metallicities
Initial orbital eccentricity e; 0 All binaries are assumed to be circular at birth

Fiducial parameter settings:

Stellar winds for hydrogen rich stars Belczynski et al. (2010a)
Belczynski et al. (2010b)

¢-prescription

Stellar winds for helium stars
Max transfer stability criteria
thermal timescale
Eddington-limited
isotropic re-emission

Mass transfer accretion rate
Non-conservative mass loss
Case BB mass transfer stability always stable
Qce — A
acp-parameter 1, 2,5, 10
CE A-parameter A

CE prescription

Hertzsprung gap (HG) donor in CE pessimistic
SN natal kick magnitude vy [0, 00) kms™*
SN natal kick polar angle 6 [0,7]

SN natal kick azimuthal angle ¢x [0,27]

SN mean anomaly of the orbit [0, 27]

CCSN remnant mass prescription delayed
USSN remnant mass prescription delayed

ECSN remnant mass presciption ms = 1.26 Mg

100, 265 kms™!
30kms™t

Marchant et al. (2019)

MNS max = 2.2 Mg

CCSN velocity dispersion oyms

USSN and ECSN velocity dispersion oyms
PISN/PPISN remnant mass prescription
Maximum NS mass

Tides and rotation

Based on Vink & de Koter (2005), including LBV wind mass loss with fusy = 1.5
Based on Hamann & Koesterke (1998) and Vink & de Koter (2005)

Based on Vigna-Gémez et al. (2018) and references therein

Limited by thermal timescale for stars Vink & de Koter (2005); Vinciguerra et al. (2020)
Accretion rate is Eddington-limit for compact objects

Massevitch & Yungelson (1975); Bhattacharya & van den Heuvel (1991)

Soberman et al. (1997); Tauris & van den Heuvel (2006)

Based on Tauris et al. (2015, 2017); Vigna-Gémez et al. (2018)

Based on Webbink (1984); de Kool (1990)

Based on Xu & Li (2010) and Dominik et al. (2012)

Defined in Dominik et al. (2012): HG donors don’t survive a CE phase
Drawn from Maxwellian distribution with standard deviation oyms

p(Ox) = sin(6k)/2

Uniform p(¢) = 1/27

Uniformly distributed

From Fryer et al. (2012), which has no lower BH mass gap

From Fryer et al. (2012)

Based on Equation (8) in Timmes et al. (1996)

1D rms value based on Hobbs et al. (2005) and Atri et al. (2019)

1D rms value based on e.g., Pfahl et al. (2002); Podsiadlowski et al. (2004)
As implemented in Marchant et al. (2019)

Based on Antoniadis et al. (2013); Alsing et al. (2018); Romani et al. (2022)

We do not include prescriptions for tides and/or rotation

Simulation settings

Total number of binaries sampled per metallicity 10°
Binary fraction foin =1
Solar metallicity Zg Zeo = 0.0142

Binary population synthesis code COMPAS (v02.39.00)

A million binaries per Z; grid point are simulated

Based on Asplund et al. (2009)
Stevenson et al. (2017); Vigna-Goémez et al. (2018); Neijssel et al. (2019)
Broekgaarden et al. (2019); Team COMPAS: Riley, J. et al. (2022)
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