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ABSTRACT

Binary neutron-star (BNS) mergers are accompanied by multi-messenger emissions, including gravi-

tational wave (GW), neutrino, and electromagnetic signals. Some fraction of BNS mergers may result

in a rapidly spinning magnetar as a remnant, which can enhance both the EM and neutrino emis-

sions. In this study, we model the neutrino emissions from such systems and discuss the prospects

for detecting the neutrinos coincident with GW signatures. We consider a scenario where a magnetar

remnant drives a pulsar wind using its spin energy. The wind interacts with the surrounding kilonova

ejecta, forming a nebula filled with non-thermal photons. Ions and nuclei extracted from the magne-

tar’s surface can be accelerated in the polar-cap and the termination-shock regions. We investigate the

neutrino fluences resulting from photomeson interactions, where accelerated CR protons interact with

the photons in the nebula. Our findings indicate that the peak neutrino fluence is ∼ 10−2GeV cm−2

for a source at 40 Mpc, which is reached approximately O(1 − 10 days) post merger. Finally, we

examine the potential for GW-triggered stacking searches with IceCube-Gen2 using next-generation

GW detectors such as the Cosmic Explorer (CE) and the Einstein Telescope (ET). We conclude that,

assuming an optimistic neutrino emission model, a combination of CE+ET would offer a high prob-

ability of neutrino detection from these sources within an operational timescale of ∼ 20 years. In

case of non-detection, 2σ level constraints on model parameters can be established within similar joint

operation timescales.

1. INTRODUCTION

Binary neutron star (BNS) mergers are promising

sources of multi-messenger emissions (Baiotti & Rez-

zolla 2017; Metzger 2019; Ruiz et al. 2021). During

the inspiral phase of two neutron stars (NSs), gravi-

tational waves (GWs) extract the binary angular mo-

mentum, ultimately leading to a merger event. A por-

tion of the enormous binding energy of the BNS system

is released in GWs, rendering these events ideal GW

sources (Baiotti 2019; Dietrich et al. 2021). A BNS

merger also creates a central compact object remnant

surrounded by an expanding ejecta shell. The remnant

can launch relativistic jets, which can power observable

EM signatures in multi-wavelength bands (Fernández

& Metzger 2016; Combi & Siegel 2023) and can also
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be a promising site for high-energy neutrino produc-

tion (Waxman & Bahcall 1997; Murase & Bartos 2019;

Kimura 2023).
The discovery of GW170817 in GW (Abbott et al.

2017a) and EM (Goldstein et al. 2017; Abbott et al.

2017b,c; Soares-Santos et al. 2017; Coulter et al. 2017;

Utsumi et al. 2017; Valenti et al. 2017; Lipunov et al.

2017) channels further established the above fact. How-

ever, no neutrinos were detected from the event (Albert

et al. 2017; Hayato et al. 2018). This leads to a couple

of intriguing and timely questions, particularly in the

light of planned next-generation neutrino and GW de-

tectors: (i) what are the plausible templates and light

curves of neutrino emission from such sources? and (ii)

given the large horizon distances of the next generation

of GW detectors, how can information extracted from

the GW signal be used to perform informed searches for

high-energy neutrinos from the resulting remnants?

In this work, we attempt to address both of these

questions. For (i), we model a magnetar-nebula-ejecta
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system and study its dynamical evolution. Within this

time-dependent environment we explore CR particle ac-

celeration and neutrino production to predict the emis-

sion from such sources. For (ii), we use the technique de-

veloped in Mukhopadhyay et al. (2024a,b), to study the

prospects of performing GW triggered stacking searches

of mergers detected by Cosmic Explorer (CE) (Reitze

et al. 2019) and Einstein Telescope (ET) (Maggiore

et al. 2020), for high-energy neutrinos resulting from

our model, with IceCube-Gen2 (Aartsen et al. 2021;

IceCube-Gen2 Collaboration 2024).

Remnants spanning a wide variety of properties can

form from BNS mergers. The outcome depends on the

masses and spins of the NSs, as well as the nuclear-

density equation of state (EOS), which is currently not

well constrained. In one set of scenarios, the remnant

collapses almost immediately to form a black hole (BH),

whereas in another it forms a rapidly spinning NS rem-

nant. In the latter case, there are three possible out-

comes: a) a “hyper-massive” NS, which still collapses

relatively promptly collapses to a BH, likely within a

second or less of the merger; b) a “supra-massive” NS,

which is supported by rapid solid-body rotation and only

collapses to a BH over longer timescales (e.g., O(105s));

or c) an infinitely stable NS that never collapses to a BH

(see Shibata & Hotokezaka 2019; Sarin & Lasky 2021

and references therein for detailed reviews)1. In this

work, we focus on scenario (c), where we have a sta-

ble differentially spinning NS (or pulsar) with a strong

dipolar magnetic field – a magnetar.

A magnetar provides multiple sites for particle ac-

celeration to ultra-high energies (Gunn & Ostriker

1969; Piro & Kollmeier 2016). The ions or nuclei ex-

tracted from the surface of the magnetar can be ac-

celerated at the polar cap region (Blasi et al. 2000;

Arons 2003; Fang & Metzger 2017), in the magnetar

wind region (Arons 2003), in the equatorial current

sheet (Murase et al. 2009; Philippov & Spitkovsky 2014;

Chen & Beloborodov 2014; Cerutti et al. 2015; Cerutti &

Beloborodov 2017) or at the termination shock (TS) re-

gion (Lemoine et al. 2015; Kotera et al. 2015). The accel-

erated cosmic rays (CRs) can interact with the photons

in a wind-powered nebula consisting of copious e+ − e−

pairs. The nebular region provides a rich source of elec-

tromagnetic (EM) emissions which are then attenuated

by the surrounding kilonova ejecta. The interaction of

1 Note that these outcomes are not distinct and form a spec-
trum (Radice et al. 2020). The existence of a sharp line at
1.2 MTOV (where MTOV is the maximum non-rotating neutron
star mass that is supported by the equation of state) separating
the various outcomes is unclear (Margalit et al. 2022).

the accelerated CRs with the photons can produce neu-

tral and charged pions, leading to additional EM sig-

natures (Murase et al. 2015) and high-energy neutri-

nos (Murase et al. 2009; Gao et al. 2013; Fang et al.

2014; Fang & Metzger 2017; Fang et al. 2019). Besides

pion decays, the decay of kaons and charmed hadrons

can also contribute to ultra-high energy neutrino flu-

ences (Carpio et al. 2020).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we

discuss the various ingredients and present a general

overview of our model. The dynamics of the magnetar-

nebula-ejecta system is studied in Section 3. The de-

tails related to CR proton acceleration and subsequent

neutrino production is studied in Section 4. The main

results of this work are presented in Section 5. We sum-

marize in Section 6 and conclude with discussing the

implications of our work in Section 7. We denote the co-

moving quantities with a prime, unless otherwise stated.

For a given particle species i, we use εi to denote its in-

dividual energies and Ei to denote its total energy. The

time elapsed since the merger is given by t in the rest

frame of the central engine.

2. OVERVIEW

In this section, we overview our model for the neu-

trino emission powered by a magnetar remnant of BNS

merger within a one-zone framework. In particular, we

will focus on the various physical quantities of interest

along with the emission zones and mechanisms relevant

to high-energy neutrino production from such a source.

Let us first summarize the time evolution of the model.

A BNS merger leaves a central compact object remnant

along with an ejecta primarily composed of r-process

nuclei. We consider a relatively low-mass merger, which

leaves an indefinitely stable, rapidly-rotating magnetar.

The magnetar eventually loses its spin energy as a result

of magnetically-driven (pulsar-like) winds. The wind

interacts with the ejecta, leading to the formation of a

nebular region consisting of non-thermal photons, a part

of which are eventually re-processed to thermal photons.

CR protons can be accelerated in such a system at the

magnetosphere of the magnetar and at the termination

shock (TS) region of the wind. This forms an ideal site

for high-energy neutrino production as a result of the in-

teraction between the protons and the nebular photons.

A schematic (time snapshot) of the model for the sys-

tem is shown in Figure 1. The magnetar is spinning

with a millisecond rotation period, as determined by

the large angular momentum of the original binary at

the time of merger, and a strong dipolar magnetic field

of O(1013G) − O(1015G). The magnetar is shown as

the blue blob in the figure along with the magnetic field
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lines in dark blue. Any debris disk formed around the

magnetar is promptly accreted or becomes unbound to

form−along with any dynamical ejecta−an outward ex-

panding ejecta shell (Metzger & Fernández 2014), shown

as the grey shell. The magnetic spin-down of the mag-

netar acts as an energy source which aids in forming

a hot nebula behind the expanding ejecta. The spin-

down energy is deposited behind the expanding ejecta

using shocks or magnetic reconnection. The magnetar

wind is composed of copious e+ − e− pairs, extracted

from the magnetosphere via B − γ and γ − γ interac-

tions. The magnetar wind region is denoted by a shade

of orange-yellow. The boundary between the wind and

the nebular region shown in yellow is characterized by

the termination shock (TS). The TS is shown as a thick

red line. The nebular region consists of thermal and

non-thermal photons as a result of pair annihilation of

the e+ − e− from the magnetar wind. It also consists

of a sea of e+ − e− pairs as a result of pair production

from the photons, both of which are also shown in the

figure.

We consider two main sites of particle acceleration

(in particular protons) - the polar cap region due to a

potential gap and the termination shock region. The

particle acceleration sites of the protons (p) are marked

by dashed brown arrows in the figure. The protons from

the polar cap region are accelerated due to the potential

gap. A fraction of them can be re-accelerated at the TS.

The protons then interact with the photons in the nebu-

lar region to produce neutrinos through the photomeson

(p−γ) process. The neutrinos resulting from this process

are shown with dotted maroon arrows. We will mainly

discuss neutrino production in this work and investigate

the aspects of GW-triggered searches for neutrinos from

magnetar remnants of BNS mergers. The EM signatures

will be discussed in a separate work (Mukohpadhyay &

Kimura 2024).

The nebula is surrounded by the ejecta, shown in

grey in the figure. We consider an approximate effec-

tive boundary between the nebular and the ejecta re-

gion denoted by the dashed light blue line in the figure.

The nebula and the ejecta expand outwards with some

Lorentz factor Γej = 1/
(√

1− β2
ej

)
and the radial dis-

tance from the center is given by R(t). The ejecta region

can absorb the non-thermal photons from the nebular

region and reprocess them into thermal photons. This

depends on the albedo and opacity of the ejecta which

in turn depends on its ionization state. The photons

that are reprocessed from non-thermal to thermal pho-

tons are denoted by solid green arrows in the figure. The

photons that diffuse from the nebula to the ejecta are

shown using curly dark red arrows. The absorbed pho-
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Figure 1. The model of a stable millisecond magnetar
we consider in this work. We show the spinning magnetar
remnant from the BNS merger in blue along with the mag-
netic field lines in dark blue. The termination shock (TS) is
shown as a thick red line which encloses the magnetar wind
region shaded in orange-yellow. The nebular region is shown
in yellow. The outward expanding ejecta is shown as the
grey shell. We also highlight the site of proton acceleration
(dashed brown arrows) at the polar cap and at the TS, the
nebular region with e+−e− pairs, non-thermal, and thermal
photons, relevant for neutrino and EM emissions.

tons then suffer attenuation based on the composition

of the ejecta. The photons emerging out of the ejecta

are shown as curly orange arrows.

3. DYNAMICS

The co-evolution of the magnetar, wind, nebula, and

ejecta system plays an important role in how the mag-

netar’s spin-down powers the nebular emission. The

dynamics of similar pulsar wind nebulae (PWNe) sys-

tems have been explored in Fang & Metzger (2017);

Metzger & Piro (2014); Metzger et al. (2014). In par-

ticular, high-energy neutrino emissions from magnetar

remnants of BNS mergers were explored in Fang & Met-

zger (2017). We improve the previous models in various

ways including but not limited to adding relativistic cor-

rections, solving the CR proton transport equations in

the steady state limit, including curvature losses during

protons acceleration at the polar cap, considering two

separate acceleration sites, solving for the albedo of the

nebula-ejecta boundary. However, this leads to our re-

sults being less optimistic than what was presented in

earlier works.

We begin by discussing the time-evolution of the ther-

mal (Eth), non-thermal (Enth), and magnetic energy

(EB) in the nebula. The spin down energy of the mag-

netar (Esd) is distributed amongst these energies. The

evolution of these energies are given by the following
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equations:

dEnth

dt
= Lsd − Enth

R

dR

dt
− Enth

tnebdiff

, (1)

dEth

dt
=
(
1−A

)Enth

tnebdiff

− Eth

R

dR

dt
− Eth

tejdiff
+Qheat

rp , (2)

dEB

dt
= εBLsd − EB

R

dR

dt
, (3)

where Lsd is the spindown luminosity of the magnetar, R

is the radial distance of the nebula-ejecta boundary from

the center of the magnetar, tnebdiff and tejdiff are the photon

diffusion timescales in the nebula and in the ejecta, re-

spectively, A is the fraction of non-thermal photons that

escape from the system, εB is a parameter that deter-

mines the magnetic field strength, and Qrp
heat accounts

for the rate of heating due to decay of r-process nuclei

in the ejecta.

The evolution of the non-thermal, thermal, and mag-

netic energies depend on the spin-down luminosity of the

magnetar (Lsd), the adiabatic expansion, and the en-

ergy transfer between the nebula and ejecta by photons,

and the radiative energy losses. We describe these pro-

cesses in what follows. We evaluate the physical quan-

tities in the rest frame of the magnetar and use X ′ for

the quantities in the fluid rest frame unless otherwise

noted. Although our formulation ignores relativistic ef-

fects in some aspects, the expanding nebula and ejecta

is at most in the mildly relativistic regime as seen below.

Thus, the relativistic correction does not severely affect

our results.

The first term in Equations (1) and (3) is the magnetar

spin-down power Lsd. The total rotational energy of the

magnetar is Erot = (1/2)IΩ2
i , where I is the moment of

inertia which we assume to be I = (2/5)M∗R
2
∗ and Ωi

is the initial angular velocity. For an assumed neutron

star mass M∗ = 2.3M⊙ and radius R∗ = 10 km, this

implies I = 1.83× 1045 g cm2. Unless otherwise stated,

the initial spin-period is assumed to be Pi = 0.003 s,

such that Erot ∼ 4 × 1051 erg. This acts as the main

energy source.

The rotation energy of the magnetar is injected into

the nebula with the energy injection rate of (Ostriker &

Gunn 1969)

Lsd = α
µ2Ω4

c3
= 7.13× 1045 erg s−1

(
Bd

1014 G

)2

(
Pi

0.003 s

)−4(
1 +

t

tsd

)−2

(4)

where µ = BdR
3
∗ denotes the magnetic dipole moment,

Bd is the surface equatorial dipole field, the angular ve-

locity Ω = (2π)/P , the spin period P = Pi

(
1+t/tsd

)1/2
,

and α is a parameter to account for the inclination angle

between the rotation and magnetic axes. In general, for

an aligned case α = 1. The above expression for the

spin-down luminosity assumes force-free electrodynam-

ics (Gruzinov 1999; Blandford 2002), which only holds

if the electromagnetic energy density is greater than the

plasma pressure and inertia and when the plasma drift

velocity is subluminal, E2 ≤ B2 (Spitkovsky 2006). The

violation of the latter condition can lead to instabili-

ties and the force-free equations can no longer be used.

The spin-down time can be given by the ratio of the

spin energy (Erot) and the initial spin-down luminosity

(Lsd(t = 0)),

tsd = 5.63× 105 s

(
Bd

1014 G

)−2(
Pi

0.003 s

)2

(5)

The magnetic field in the nebular region is determined

by dissipation processes, such as shocks and turbulence.

This is incorporated in our formalism using εB in Equa-

tion (3), where the nebular magnetic field strength is

given by εB . We choose εB ∼ 10−4 motivated by re-

cent results from Vurm & Metzger (2021). Note that

this is lower than what was found in axisymmetric two-

dimensional numerical simulations to model the Crab

Nebula observations (Komissarov & Lyubarsky 2003;

Del Zanna et al. 2004; Bogovalov et al. 2005; Tanaka

& Takahara 2010), where ϵB ∼ 10−2. This value has

uncertainties associated with it (see Komissarov 2013

for details). For larger values of ϵB , the synchrotron

emission can dominate the radiation field in the neb-

ular region, which is inconsistent with present obser-

vations (for example SNe 2015bn Nicholl et al. 2018

and 2017egm Nicholl et al. 2017). We thus choose a

value that lies between 10−6 and 10−2. The turbulent

magnetic field component in the nebular region can be

treated as a fluid, because its adiabatic index is same as

the relativistic fluid.

The internal energy of the nebula is dominated by the

photons in the nebula, and the magnetic field in the neb-

ula provides a sub-dominant contribution. The internal

energy of the nebula under these conditions is given by

Eneb = 3pV , where p and V are nebular pressure and

volume respectively. The magnetic field strength (B′
neb)

can be estimated to be

B′
neb =

(
8πEB

4πR2Γ2
ejβejct

)1/2

. (6)

The second term in equations (1), (2), and (3) rep-

resents the adiabatic expansion term, which affects the

outward expansion of the nebula-ejecta system. The ki-

netic energy of the ejecta (Ekin) depends on the thermal
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Figure 2. Time evolution of the total spindown (solid thick dark blue), non-thermal (dashed purple), thermal (dot-dashed
sea-green), magnetic (dotted dark yellow), and CR proton (thin solid brown) energies, along with the initial spin period (tsd)
(dashed blue), tnebdiff,0 (dashed red), and tejdiff,0 (dashed green) timescales. The left panel shows the fiducial case, while the right
panel shows the optimistic scenario. Refer to Table 1 for details on the choice of parameters for both scenarios.

and non-thermal emissions and is given by

d

dt
Ekin =

d

dt

[
Mejc

2(Γej − 1)
]
=

v

R
(Enth + Eth + EB) ,

(7)

where Mej is the mass of the ejecta, c is the speed of

light, Γej is the Lorentz factor associated with the ejecta,

v = dR/dt, is the velocity of the ejecta. The mean radius

evolves as

R(t) = Rinit +

∫ t

tin

dt̃ v , (8)

where Rinit and tin are the initial mean radius and time

respectively.

The third term in Equation (1) takes into account

the conversion of non-thermal photons to thermal radi-

ation, which acts as a source for the thermal radiation

accounted for by the first term in Equation (2). The

reprocessing occurs over a timescale which is decided by

the time it takes for the photons to traverse from the

nebula to the inner boundary of the ejecta. This sets

the diffusion timescale of the photons (tnebdiff ) given by

tnebdiff ≈ R

c
(1 + τnebdiff )

τnebdiff =
n′
±σTR

Γej
=

(
4Y LsdσT

πmec3RΓ2
ej

)1/2

, (9)

where τnebdiff is the Thomson optical depth in the nebular

region, σT is the Thomson optical depth, me is the mass

of an electron, and n′
± is the number density for e± pairs

in the nebula rest frame, and Y is the pair multiplicity.

The above expression for the optical depth is calculated

assuming a balance between the pair creation and anni-

hilation rates. The pair multiplicity factor Y is chosen

to be 0.1 assuming a saturated state (Svensson 1987).

The ejecta and nebula expand on a timescale, texpej =

R/ (βc), which gives the timescale of adiabatic loss. Ini-

tially, tnebdiff > texpej is satisfied, and the adiabatic loss

is significant. As the ejecta expands, tnebdiff decreases

and texpej increases, and eventually, photons start to dif-

fuse out efficiently. We define tnebdiff,0 at the time when

tnebdiff = texpej , or equivalently, τnebdiff = 1/β is satisfied.

Similar to the photons diffusing through the nebula

that get reprocessed into thermal radiation, the thermal

photons diffuse (and escape) through the ejecta over a

timescale (tejdiff) given by,

tejdiff ≈ R

c
(1 + τ ejdiff)

τ ejdiff =
ρ′ejRκej

Γej
=

3Mejκej

4πR2Γ2
ej

, (10)

where ρ′ej = Mej/
(
(4/3)πR3Γej

)
is the number density

of the ejecta in the fluid-rest frame, τ ejdiff is the optical

depth for the ejecta, κej is the opacity in the ejecta.

We choose κej = 10 cm2g−1, considering that the ejecta

is filled with a r-process elements (Tanaka et al. 2020;

Fujibayashi et al. 2020). Similar to the nebular case, the

photons can diffuse out from the ejecta when tnebdiff ≤ texpej ,

and we define tejdiff,0 at the time when the photons start

to diffuse out efficiently. Note that we assume that the

nebula and the ejecta have the same values of Lorentz

factor and physical size, Γej, and R.

The nebula produces copious amounts of UV and X-

ray photons as a non-thermal component. When these

photons reach the ejecta (in this case the mean radius
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R), a fraction A of them escape and the rest (1 − A)

are reprocessed into thermal radiation. The quantity

A can be computed using the ratio of the photon lu-

minosity diffusing out from the nebula post attenuation

to the photon luminosity escaping from the ejecta post

attenuation. We compute A consistently as a function

of time2. We take into account the free-free absorption

in radio band, a Planck-mean bound-bound opacity in

infrared/optical/ultraviolet band, a wave-length depen-

dent bound-free and Compton scattering opacity in the

X-ray to soft gamma-ray band, and Bethe-Heitler opac-

ity in high-energy gamma-ray band, details of which will

be discussed in a companion paper (Mukohpadhyay &

Kimura 2024).

The last term in Equation (2) accounts for the heating

of the ejecta and the nebula due to the decay of r-process

elements. The energy released as a result of these de-

cays can power kilonovae emissions. We take this into

account to consistently evaluate the thermal energy in

the nebula. We follow the prescription detailed in Ho-

tokezaka et al. (2016) to make some rough estimates and

quantify this. The heating rate can be defined as

Qheat
rp = fthermfdiffĖrpMej

Ėrp = Ė0,rp

(
t

t0,rp

)−1.3

, (11)

where ftherm is defined as the fraction of photons

that have thermalized and hence can contribute to

the thermal energy in the nebula. The evaluation

of ftherm is non-trivial. For simplicity, we choose,

ftherm = 0.7 for t < ttr,γ and 0.2 for t > ttr,γ ,

where the time when ejecta becomes transparent to

gamma-rays is defined as ttr,γ ≈
(
κγMej/(4πv

2)
)1/2 ≈

0.4 day
(
κγ/0.05 cm

2g−1
)1/2(

Mej/0.01M⊙
)1/2(

βej/0.3
)−1

.

The opacity of gamma-rays is given by κγ and we choose

it to be 0.05 cm2g−1. Only a fraction of the thermal-

ized photons can diffuse in to the nebula. We quantify

this fraction fdiff = tdyn/t
ej
diff , which is essentially the

fraction of photons that diffuse from the ejecta to the

nebula, tdyn = R/
(
Γejv

)
is the dynamical timescale as-

sociated with the ejecta, tdiff is defined in Equation (10).

At early times, the ejecta is optically thick and hence

fdiff is expected to be low. At late times the ejecta

becomes optically thin and fdiff increases. We choose

the normalizations Ė0,rp = 1.6 × 1011 erg s−1g−1 and

t0,rp = 104 s. Numerical simulations reveal that the

energy generation as a result of the decay processes

roughly behave as a power law with time ∼ t−1.3.

2 In Fang & Metzger (2017), A was assumed to be 0.

Table 1. Table of parameters

Shared parameters

M∗ R∗ α ϵB Y κej ηgap ηacc

2.3 M⊙ 10 km 1 10−4 0.1 10 cm−2 g−1 0.1 1

Parameter sets for the fiducial and optimistic models

Parameter Fiducial Optimistic

Pi 3 ms 1 ms

Bd 1014 G 2.5× 1013 G

Mej 0.03 M⊙ 0.1 M⊙

v0 0.2 c 0.1 c

fmag 0.1 0.3

At this stage, we have discussed all the terms that

appear in equations (1), (2), and (3). We examine two

sets of parameters: a moderate set (fiducial) and an

optimistic3 set, the values of which are provided in Ta-

ble 1. In Figure 2, we show the total spindown (thick

solid dark blue), non-thermal (dashed purple), thermal

(dot-dashed sea-green), magnetic (dotted dark yellow),

and cosmic ray (CR) proton (thin solid brown) energies

along with the spindown timescale (dashed blue), the

characteristic timescales for nebular (dashed red) and

ejecta (dashed green) diffusion.

The characteristic nebular diffusion time is less than

the spindown time for the fiducial case, whereas the two

are very similar with the characteristic nebular diffu-

sion time being only slightly larger than the spindown

time for the optimistic case. The total spin-down energy,

Esd = Lsdt, increases and peaks at the initial spin-down

time (tsd). Following this, the spin-down energy goes

down. Owing to the smaller initial spin period, the op-

timistic scenario has a larger spindown energy (Esd) by

roughly one order of magnitude.

The non-thermal energy closely follows the behavior

of the spindown energy and peaks around tsd. This is ex-

pected since the spin energy of the magnetar is the only

energy source for the non-thermal photons in the neb-

ula. There are some subtle differences between the peak

of the spin-down energy and the non-thermal energy ow-

ing to t > tnebdiff . The non-thermal energy dominates over

the thermal and the magnetic energies throughout the

time evolution.

The thermal energy peaks slightly earlier than the

non-thermal energy owing to the reprocessing of non-

3 Here optimistic implies the model parameters suited for an effi-
cient neutrino-production scenario.
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Figure 3. Time evolution of Γejβej for the fiducial case
and the optimistic scenario. Refer to Table 1 for details on
the choice of parameters for both scenarios.

thermal photons to thermal ones by the nebula-ejecta

boundary (the first term in Equation 2). More im-

portantly, the thermal energy rapidly decreases for t >

tejdiff,0 when the ejecta becomes transparent to thermal

photons (the third term in Equation 2). The magnetic

energy also follows the time evolution of the total spin-

down energy since dEB/dt ∝ Lsd and peaks around tsd.

The peak magnetic field energy is ∼ 8 × 1046 erg and

8 × 1047 erg for the fiducial and the optimistic cases

respectively.

For our choice of fiducial and optimistic parameters,

the contribution from the heating resulting from the de-

cay of r-process elements is insignificant and can be ig-

nored. This is because at initial times although ftherm is

large, fdiff is very low since the ejecta is optically thick.

At late times, first of all Qheat
rp falls off as ∼ t−1.3, sec-

ondly, ftherm is ∼ 0.2. This results in insignificant con-

tribution of this term throughout the time evolution of

the system. It is possible that for larger Bd (> 1015 G)

and higher ejecta masses, Qheat
rp might dominate during

late times.

In Figure 3 we show the time evolution of Γejβej for the

fiducial (optimistic) case in solid red-orange (dot-dashed

purple) line. This gives us an insight regarding the evo-

lution of the nebula-ejecta boundary. At initial times,

the value of Γejβej correspond to the initial velocity of

v0 = 0.2c (0.1c) for the fiducial (optimistic) case. The

boundary and hence the ejecta undergoes an accelerated

expansion close to the spindown time. At later phases,

Γejβej saturates and expands with a constant velocity

with a mildly relativistic speed. Even for the optimistic

scenario which has Esd, the relativistic effect is subtle

as Γejβej ∼ 0.6.

4. NEUTRINO PRODUCTION

High-energy neutrino production in astrophysical sys-

tems is generally sourced by hadronuclear (pp) or pho-

tomesonic (pγ) processes. This requires the acceleration

of ions (protons or nuclei) to sufficiently high energies.

The surface of the magnetar acts as the source of the

ions or cosmic-ray (CR) protons. We discussed in Sec-

tion 2 that there are two proton acceleration sites in

our model - the potential gap at the polar cap and the

termination shock (TS) of the wind. In the former sce-

nario, the acceleration of ions is achieved when the ions

travel along the magnetic field lines in the pulsar magne-

tosphere (Timokhin & Arons 2013). The latter scenario

involves acceleration of ions due to the shock or recon-

nection (Sironi & Spitkovsky 2011, 2014).

4.1. Acceleration of CR protons

In this sub-section we discuss the acceleration of the

CR protons. We begin by discussing the injection spec-

trum associated with CR protons. We explore the cut-

off energy for the acceleration of the protons in the po-

lar cap region. We also discuss the electron and pho-

ton spectra relevant for studying the resulting neutrino

spectra along with the various relevant timescales in this

sub-section.

4.1.1. CR proton spectrum

After the BNS merger, baryons are ejected as a kilo-

nova ejecta, and the remnant magnetar sources pulsar

winds. In this phase, the dense plasma around the

neutron star is blown away, forming a magnetosphere

around the remnant magnetar. The number density of

charges in the remnant magnetar is estimated to be

nGJ = −Ω · B/
(
2πZec

)
(Goldreich & Julian 1969),

where Z is the atomic number, e is the charge of an

electron. We use this to define the CR (proton) produc-

tion rate as follows

Ṅp = nGJ2Apcc =
4π2

Ze

R3
∗
c

B0

P 2
, (12)

where Apc = πR2
∗
(
R∗/Rlc

)
is the size of the polar cap,

Rlc = c/Ω is the light cylinder radius. Assuming an

aligned case such that, Ω · B = ΩB gives the final ex-

pression. The protons can then be accelerated across

multiple sites. In particular, we consider the polar cap

region and the termination shock (TS) (see Section 4.3)

region as potential acceleration sites for the CR protons.

The particle accelerations at the polar-cap region

can be modeled using a Dirac-delta function spec-

trum (Arons 2003) whereas the termination shock accel-

eration should result in a power-law CR spectrum (e.g.,

Blandford & Eichler 1987; Guo et al. 2020). The polar
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cap region can efficiently accelerate all CR protons in

between an energy window given as a function of the

cut-off energy in the polar cap region ε′cutoff,pc
p . The re-

sulting CR injection spectra can then be approximately

given by

dṄp,inj

dε′p
= Ṅnorm

p Qinj
p (ε′p) = Ṅnorm

p δ
(
ε′p − ε′cutoff,pc

p

)
,

(13)

where the normalization Ṅnorm
p is given by Ṅnorm

p =

Ṅp/
( ∫∞

εmin
p

dε′pQ
inj
p (ε′p)

)
and ε′cutoff,pc

p is the cut-off en-

ergy of the CR protons in the polar cap region (see Sec-

tion 4.1.2). The minimum energy of the CR protons4 is

chosen to be, εmin
p = Γejmpc

2 ∼ 1 GeV. The dot denotes

the time-derivative.

The steady state CR proton spectrum is computed by

solving the transport Equation (e.g., Kimura et al. 2019)

d

dε′p

(
−

ε′p
t′cool

dNp

dε′p

)
=

dṄp,inj

dε′p
− 1

t′esc

dNp

dε′p
, (14)

where the injection spectrum dṄp,inj/dε
′
p is defined in

Equation (13), t′esc is the escape timescale. The trans-

port equation has an analytic solution given by (Dermer

& Menon 2009)

dNp

dε′p
=

t′cool
ε′p

∫ ∞

ε′p

dε̃pṄp,inj(ε̃p) exp

(
− G(ε′p, ε̃p)

)
G(ε1, ε2) =

∫ ε2

ε1

t′cool
t′esc

dε̃p
ε̃p

, (15)

where ε̃p is the integration variable and the integration

is performed numerically.

The total energy in CR protons (Ep) is defined as

Ep = Ṅp,injε
′cutoff,pc
p t . (16)

The total energy in CR protons (Ep) is shown as a

solid thin brown line in Figure 2 for the fiducial (left) and

optimistic case (right). The shifted peak of Ep is because

of a combination of factors: Ṅp decreases for t > tsd,

but the time-integrated value Np ∼
∫
dtṄp saturates

for t > tsd. However, the cut-off energy for the protons

ε
′cutoff,pc
p has a peak later in time, that is, for t > tsd.

We also see that the optimistic scenario has an order of

magnitude higher CR proton energy than the fiducial

case. This is a result of the smaller initial spin period

(Pi). As a result of the longer spin-down timescale in the

optimistic scenario as compared to the fiducial scenario,

Ep peaks at a later time for the former in comparison to

4 Since we have a δ−function CR proton injection spectra, this
choice does not affect our results in any way.

the latter. This has an impact in the neutrino fluences

which is seen to peak later for the optimistic scenario

and last longer as will be discussed in Section 5.

4.1.2. Maximum energy from polar cap acceleration

The relativistic outflowing plasma in the presence of

the rapidly rotating magnetar along with the strong

dipolar field leads to a potential gap, Φmag = Ω2µ/c2.

Charged particles (Ze) can be accelerated in such poten-

tial differences up to energies (Arons 2003; Blasi et al.

2000; Fang et al. 2014)

ε′pcmax = 4ηgap(Ze)Bd

(
πR∗

cP

)2

R∗ , (17)

where we assume that the charged particle experiences

a fraction ηgap of the potential gap. We choose ηgap =

0.1. This kind of potential gap acceleration of charged

particles happens only when the density of plasma is

really low, such as magnetosphere of compact objects.

We show the time-evolution of ε′pcmax (dashed) in the left

panel of Figure 4 for the fiducial (thick red-orange) and

the optimistic (thin purple) scenarios. The maximum

polar cap energy is constant at initial times and starts

decreasing around the spindown time. This is because

ε′pcmax ∝ 1/P 2 ∝ (1 + t/tsd)
−1, which implies, at early

times it approximately constant and at later times it

falls of as ∼ 1/t.

The proton energy limited by curvature energy losses

is given by ε′curv. The protons lose energy as they move

along the curved trajectory due to the dipolar magnetic

field lines. The total curvature emission power emitted

by the protons can be given by P ′
curv = 2e2γ4

pc/
(
3R2

curv

)
,

where γp is the Lorentz factor of the protons and Rcurv

is the radius of curvature, which we assume to be Rlc.

The timescales associated with curvature loss t′curv =

γpmpc
2/P ′

curv. The acceleration timescale at the po-

lar cap region can be written as t′pcacc = ε′/
(
ZeBc

)
(as-

suming dE/dt ∼ ZeBc). Equating t′curv to t′pcacc gives

γp =
(
3BdR

2
curv/(2e)

)1/4
. Thus the proton energy lim-

ited by curvature loss can be expressed as

ε′curv = γpmpc
2 =

[
3m4

pc
8BdR

2
curv

2e

]1/4
. (18)

The time-evolution of εcurv (dotted) of the CR protons

is shown in Figure 4 (left panel) for the fiducial (thick

red-orange) and the optimistic (thin purple) scenarios.

It changes by a factor of a few between the initial and

final times. This is because ε′curv ∝ R
1/2
curv ∝ R

1/2
lc ∝

Ω−1/2 ∝ P 1/2 ∝ (1 + t/tsd)
1/4. This implies that at

t << tsd, ε
′
curv is roughly constant and for t >> tsd it

increases with ∼ t1/4.
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Figure 4. Left: Time evolution of the relevant CR proton energies in different regions: the maximum energy that the protons
can be accelerated to in the polar cap (see Equation 17) and TS (see Section 4.3) regions are denoted by ε′pcmax and ε′cutoff,TS

p

respectively, the proton energy limited by curvature losses (see Equation 18) in the polar cap region is denoted by ε′curv, for
the fiducial (Fid.) and optimistic (Opt.) scenarios. The cut-off energy in the polar cap region ε′cutoff,pc

p (see Equation 19)
appearing in the injection spectrum (see Equation 13) is shown as a shaded band. Right: Time evolution of the cut-off energy
of the protons in the polar cap region ε′cutoff,pc

p (see Equation 19) and the threshold proton energy associated with pion decay
ε′p,th = 0.2ε′π,th (see Equation 27), for the fiducial (Fid.) and the optimistic (Opt.) scenarios. Refer to Table 1 for details on
the choice of parameters for both scenarios.

Finally, the cut-off energy (ε′cutoff,pc
p ) for the protons

in this region is decided by the minimum of ε′pcmax and

ε′curv, that is

ε′cutoff,pc
p = min [ε′pcmax, ε

′
curv] . (19)

4.2. Electron and photon spectra

In this subsection we discuss the electron and the

photon spectra used for the calculation of the neutrino

fluences. The spectral energy distribution (SED) fit-

tings of Galactic pulsar-wind nebulae (PWNe) reveal

that broken power-law injection spectra of non-thermal

electrons can explain multiwavelength photon spectra

(e.g. Tanaka & Takahara 2010). We use a similar broken

power-law injection spectrum for non-thermal electrons:

dN

dγe
∼

γ−1.5
e , γe ≤ γe,br

γ−2.5
e , γe > γe,br ,

(20)

where γe,br is the break Lorentz factor for the elec-

trons. We choose a harder spectra for γe < γe,br
and a softer spectra for γe above γe,br. For Galactic

PWNe, γe,br ∼ 105 − 106 to explain the observed multi-

wavelength spectra, which might correspond to the bulk

Lorentz factor of the pulsar wind. However, Vurm &

Metzger (2021) showed that the pair injection even at

the upstream of the termination shock will cause a grad-

ual decrease of wind velocity, which leads to a lower

break Lorentz factor. In addition, recent ALMA obser-

vations for superluminous supernovae (SLSNe) resulted

in non detection of mm-wave radio signals, which in-

dicates that the values of γe,br and ϵB are lower than

those for Galactic PWNe (Murase et al. 2021). Hence,

we choose γe,br = 103.

The photon spectra is denoted by dN ′
γ/dε

′
γ . We con-

sider non-thermal and thermal photon fields, which are

supplied by the nebula and the ejecta, respectively. The

energy density of these photon fields are obtained by

solving equations (1) and (2). To obtain the energy

distribution of the non-thermal photon field, we solve

the transport equation of electron-positron pairs in the

nebula and calculate electromagnetic cascades via syn-

chrotron and inverse Compton emissions as well as the

subsequent Breit-Wheeler process (γ + γ → e+ + e−).

The distribution of the thermal photon field is given

by estimating the temperature of the ejecta. Details

of the photon fields will be discussed in the companion

paper Mukohpadhyay & Kimura (2024).

4.3. Timescales

In this subsection, we focus on the various relevant

timescales in the context of neutrino production. We

begin with the the energy loss timescale (t′loss). The loss

rate is given by t′−1
loss = t′−1

esc +t′−1
cool, where t

′
esc and t′cool are

the escape and the cooling timescales for the protons,

respectively. The escape timescale for the protons is

given by t′esc = max
[
R(t)2/Dc(ε

′
p), R(t)/c

]
, where the

second term is just the light crossing time. The diffusion
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Figure 5. Plots showing the rates of various acceleration and cooling processes with comoving proton energy ε′p at various
timesnaps. The upper panel shows the fiducial case, while the lower panel shows the optimistic scenario. Refer to Table 1 for
details on the choice of parameters for both scenarios.

coefficient Dc is given by (Harari et al. 2014),

Dc(ε
′
p) =

c

3
lc

[
4

(
ε′p
ε′c

)2

+ aI

(
ε′p
ε′c

)
+ aL

(
ε′p
ε′c

)(2−m)
]
.

(21)

We assume a Kolmogorov cascade for the CR diffu-

sion, for which m = 5/3. For this choice of m, the

coherence length of the turbulent magnetic field is given

by, l′c = R(t)/
(
Γej5

)
and numerical fits fix the coef-

ficients aI ≈ 0.9 and aL ≈ 0.23. The CR diffusion

timescale is characterized by a critical energy (ε′c) such
that the effective Larmor radius r′L = ε′p/

(
ZeBd

)
satis-

fies, r′L(ε
′
c) = l′c. This defines ε

′
c = l′cZeBd.

The cooling rate for the CR protons is given

by5 t′−1
cool = t′−1

pγ + t′−1
sync + t′−1

BH + t′−1
dyn, where

t′pp, t
′
pγ , t

′
sync, t

′
BH, t

′
dyn denote pp, pγ, proton syn-

chrotron (sync), Bethe-Heitler (BH), and dynamical

(dyn) cooling timescales respectively. The proton

synchrotron timescale t′sync = 6πm4
pc

3/
(
m2

eσT ε
′
pB

′2
neb

)
,

where σT is the Thomson cross-section. The dynamical

timescale is defined as t′dyn = R/
(
Γejv

)
. The pγ and

BH cooling rates can be computed using the following

5 Note that since proton densities in the nebula is sufficiently low,
we can ignore pp interactions for this system. Besides the kilo-
nova ejecta also has low densities at the relevant timescales for
proton escape. Hence neutrino productions from pp−interactions
are not efficient so we do not take those into account.

equation:

t′−1
pγ (ε′p) =

c

2γ2
p

∫ ∞

ε̄th

dε̄γ κ(ε̄γ)σ(ε̄γ)ε̄γ

∫ ∞

ε̄γ/2γp

dε′γε
′−2
γ

dN ′
γ

dε′γ
,

(22)

where the Lorentz factor of the CR protons is given by

γp = ε′p/
(
mpc

2
)
, the threshold energy, inelasticity, and

cross-sections in the rest frame of the CRs is given by

ε̄th, σ(ε̄γ), and κ(ε̄γ) respectively, for the pγ and BH

processes. The energy of the photon in the comoving
frame is given by ε′γ and the energy of the photon in the

comoving frame of the proton is given by ε̄γ . The cross-

section and the inelasticity for the pγ process is used

from Murase & Nagataki (2006) and for the BH pro-

cess the same is done from Stepney & Guilbert (1983);

Chodorowski et al. (1992). The photon spectra dN ′
γ/dε

′
γ

is briefly discussed in Section 4.2.

The various acceleration and cooling rates of the pro-

tons for the fiducial (optimistic) case, as a function of

their energy, at different timesnaps are shown in Fig-

ure 5 in the upper (lower) panel. We note that the rates

at various timesnaps for both the fiducial and the opti-

mistic cases are approximately the same. At initial times

(t ∼ 105 s), the rate of acceleration of protons at the TS

dominates over the cooling rate for ε′p ≤ 107 GeV. Fur-

thermore, for protons of energy ε′p ∼> 107 GeV the pho-

tomeson cooling dominates the cooling rate. During this
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time, the target photons for the protons have energies6

∼< 30 eV. The temperature of the thermal photons can

be estimated using Tth ∼
(
Eth/(a 4πR2Γ2

ejβejct)
)1/4 ∼

6.4× 104 K, where a is the radiation constant (Eth can

be estimated from Figure 2). The resultant thermal

photon energy ε′thγ ∼ 2.8 kBTth ∼ 10 eV, where kB
is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant (kB = ac/4). Since

ε
′th
γ < 30 eV, the thermal photons cannot serve as tar-

get for the protons for meson production. This implies

that the target photons for the protons during this time

have a non-thermal spectrum. For protons with energies

ε′p < 107 GeV that interact with thermal photons, the

Bethe-Heitler cooling is efficient.

For an intermediate timesnap associated with signif-

icant neutrino production (t ∼ 5 × 105 s), photomeson

cooling is efficient for ε′p ∼> 107 GeV. For late times

in the context of neutrino production (t ∼ 106 s), the

rate of proton acceleration is efficient across all proton

energies ∼< 108.5 GeV, but less than the intermediate

timesnap t ∼ 5 × 105 s. The cooling rate is dominated

by adiabatic cooling and photomeson cooling only domi-

nates for proton energies > 108 GeV. The target photon

spectra during the intermediate and late times are also

the non-thermal photons in the nebula, since Tth drops

rapidly for t > tsd. Furthermore, it is also interesting

to note that for ε′p ∼> 108 GeV the proton escape rate is

comparable to the cooling rate for the fiducial case.

The TS region can also accelerate ions due to shocks or

magnetic reconnection (Sironi & Spitkovsky 2011, 2014).

Thus following the polar cap acceleration a fraction of

the protons can be accelerated at the TS region to higher

energies up to ε′cutoff,TS
p with a spectral index close to

−2, where ε′cutoff,TS
p is the cut-off energy in the TS re-

gion. This can be calculated by balancing the energy loss

timescale (t′loss) and the acceleration (t′acc) timescale for
the CR protons. The acceleration timescale is given by

t′acc = ηaccε
′
p/
(
ZecB′

neb

)
, where B′

neb is the co-moving

magnetic field from Equation (6), ηacc gives the effi-

ciency of the acceleration. In general, ηacc ∼ 1 − 10,

so we choose ηacc = 1 for this work.

However, for our choice of parameters, the TS accel-

eration plays no role at all for the relevant timescales,

since, at all times ε′cutoff,pc
p > ε′cutoff,TS

p . This is a combi-

nation of factors including the choice of a comparatively

low value for ϵB = 10−4 and a higher photon density

as a result of the electron injection spectra (see Sec-

tion 4.2). This is also evident from Figure 4 (left panel)

6 This can be estimated assuming the ∆-resonance process, us-
ing ε′γ ≈ (ε̄′pk/ε

′
p)(mpc2), where the photon energy at the ∆-

resonance peak is 0.3 GeV.

where ε′cutoff,TS
p (solid) is shown for the fiducial (thick

red-orange) and the optimistic (thin purple) scenarios.

The cut-off energy increases with time, peaks for t > tsd,

and decreases following the peak.

4.4. Neutrino spectra

In this sub-section, we discuss the processes contribut-

ing to the neutrino spectra. In our model, protons inter-

act with photons in the nebula, which mainly produces

pions. These pions decay to neutrinos and muons, and

the muons decay to neutrinos and electrons/positrons.

To calculate the neutrino spectra, we use the fitting for-

mula given by Kelner & Aharonian (2008):

NKA
εl

≈
∫

dε′γ
dε′p
ε′p

dNp

dε′p

dN ′
γ

dε′γ
Φl

(
η,

ε′γ
ε′p

)
, (23)

where Φl(η, ε
′
γ/ε

′
p) is a function that includes the dif-

ferential cross-section based on simulations using the

code SOPHIA (Mücke et al. 2000), l is a lepton species,

and η = 4ε′γε
′
p/(m

2
pc

4). We also take into account

the suppression factor associated with cooling of pi-

ons and muons. These are given by fi,sup = 1 −
exp
(
− t′i,cool/t

′
i,dec

)
, where the comoving cooling rates

and the decay timescales of particle species i are given by

t′−1
i,cool ≈ t′−1

i,sync + t′−1
dyn and t′i,dec = tiε

′
i/
(
mic

2
)
, respec-

tively. The comoving synchrotron timescale t′i,sync =

6πm4
i c

3/
(
m2

eσT ε
′
iB

′2
neb

)
, ti is the lifetime of i in the rest

frame. We approximately estimate the neutrino spectra

for muon-neutrino and electron-neutrino to be

Nενe+ν̄e
≈
(
NKA

ενe
+NKA

εν̄e

)
fµ,supfπ,sup, (24)

Nενµ+ν̄µ
≈
(
NKA

ενµ
+NKA

εν̄µ
−NKA

εe+
−NKA

εe−

)
fπ,sup +Nενe+ν̄e

.

(25)

The neutrino flux without taking into account the neu-

trino oscillation is given by ϕ0
i = Nεi/

(
4πd2L

)
, where i

denotes the neutrino species and dL is the luminosity

distance of the source. The neutrino oscillations change

the flavor ratio during the neutrinos propagation from

the source to the Earth. The oscillated flux on Earth is

given by (Becker 2008)

ϕνe+ν̄e
=

10

18
ϕ0
νe+ν̄e

+
4

18

(
ϕ0
νµ+ν̄µ

+ ϕ0
ντ+ν̄τ

)
,

ϕνµ+ν̄µ
=

4

18
ϕ0
νe+ν̄e

+
7

18

(
ϕ0
νµ+ν̄µ

+ ϕ0
ντ+ν̄τ

)
. (26)

The pion-suppression factor (fπ,sup) appearing in Equa-

tion (24) plays an important role in deciding the neu-

trino fluences and hence it is important to understand

the regimes where pion suppression becomes important.

In photomeson cooling, the parent proton with energy
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ε′p produces pions with mass mπ and energy ε′π = ε′p/5

that then decay to produce neutrinos. However, the

neutrino production can be suppressed if instead pions

cool through synchrotron cooling before they can de-

cay to neutrinos. Thus pion suppression becomes im-

portant in these scenarios. In Figure 4 we show the

time evolution of the cut-off energy for the protons in

the polar cap region ε′pcmax (solid) (see Equation 19) and

the threshold pion energy ε′π,th (dashed) in terms of

the proton energy ε′p,th (that is scaled by a factor 5)

for the fiducial (thick red-orange) and optimistic (thin

purple) cases. The threshold energy for pion cooling is

computed by equating the synchrotron cooling timescale

(t′π,sync = 6πm4
πc

3/
(
m2

eσT ε
′
πB

′2
neb

)
) to the pion decay

timescale (t′π,dec = ε′πτπ/
(
mπc

2
)
). This allows us to

compute the threshold in terms of the proton energy

ε′p,th as,

ε′p,th = 5ε′π,th = 5

√
6πm5

πc
5

m2
eσT τπ

1

B′
neb

, (27)

where B′
neb is given by Equation (6) and the decay time

of charged pions at rest is given by τπ ≈ 2.6 × 10−8

s. For protons with energy ε′p > ε′p,th, pion cooling is

important and suppresses the neutrino production. This

is because in this case the pion decay time is longer and

synchrotron cooling is faster for higher energy pions.

From Figure 4, we see that for t ∼< 104 s, ε′p,th <

ε′cutoff,pc
p , which marks the regime when pion suppres-

sion is indeed important. Defining fπ,sup ≈ 1 − exp
(
−

t′π,sync/t
′
π,dec

)
, in this regime we have fπ,sup < 1 leading

to a suppression of neutrino production. For timescales

t > 104 s, ε′p,th > ε′cutoff,pc
p , implying fπ,sup ∼ 1 and

hence pion suppression has no effect on the neutrino

production.

5. NEUTRINO FLUENCES AND DETECTABILITY

In this section we focus on the neutrino fluences ex-

pected from our model, the contribution of neutrinos

from magnetar remnants from BNS mergers to the dif-

fuse high-energy neutrino flux, and the prospects of GW-

triggered neutrino searches to detect the predicted high-

energy neutrino emission from our magnetar model.

5.1. Neutrinos from individual sources

Recall that we discussed in Section 4.1 that the CR

protons can be accelerated at the polar cap region, fol-

lowed by a fraction of them being reaccelerated at the

region of termination shock (TS). Let us first try to qual-

itatively understand the characteristics of the neutrino

fluences in these two regions. Based on our choice of

parameters both for the fiducial and optimistic cases,

the acceleration in the TS region is not effective since

ε′cutoff,pc
p > ε′cutoff,TS

p at all times. This can also be

noticed from the left panel of Figure 4.

The neutrino fluences resulting from the acceleration

across the polar cap region are shown in Figure 6 for

various epochs of evolution of the magnetar system, for

a source located at luminosity distance dL = 40 Mpc

(similar to GW170817). The parameters for the fidu-

cial and optimistic cases are shown in Table 1. The

neutrino fluence for the fiducial case peaks between

107GeV − 108GeV and is ∼ 1 × 10−2GeV cm−2. This

is lower than that of the optimistic case where the

neutrino fluence peaks around similar energies but is

∼ 4×10−2GeV cm−2. The difference mainly stems from

the larger energy in protons (Ep) due to the faster spin-

down in the optimistic case (see Figure 2). The neutrino

fluences can be estimated from the parent proton ener-

gies by,

E2
νJν ∼ 1

4πd2L

(
3

8
Epfpγfbolfπ,sup

)
. (28)

From Figure 2, we see that the total proton energy

around the time of the peak neutrino fluence, 105 s

(105.5 s), is roughly Ep ∼ 2 × 1049 erg (1.8 × 1050

erg) for the fiducial (optimistic) case. From Figures 5

and 4, we can deduce that at the time of the neu-

trino fluence peaks fpγ and fπ,sup are roughly 0.8 − 1

and unity respectively. The bolometric factor fbol ∼
ε′2p dṄp/dε

′
p|ε′p=ε′,cutoff,pc

p
/
( ∫

dε′pε
′
pdṄp/dε

′
p

)
can be esti-

mated to be ∼ 1.0 around the time of the peak neu-

trino fluences. Putting it altogether we have, E2
νJν ∼

2×10−2GeV cm−2 (1×10−1GeV cm−2) for the fiducial

(optimistic) case. This is within a factor of a few (2−4)

as compared to what we obtained from the numerical

results. This discrepancy mainly stems from the energy

spectrum of the secondary particles that is taken into

account only in the numerical results. Besides, for the

analytical estimates instead of integrating over time, we

multiply with time which introduces some discrepancies.

One of the most important takeaways from Figure 6 is

the optimal time window to search for high-energy neu-

trinos from these magnetar remnants of BNS mergers is

∼ 105.5 − 106.5 s, that is, O(1 − 10 days) post-merger

depending on the fiducial or optimistic case. The peak

energy of the neutrino spectra and the cutoff energy is

decided by the cooling and acceleration rates of the pro-

tons along with fpγ , fπ,sup, and fbol. At the initial times,

the neutrino fluence is suppressed due to pion cooling.

This can be seen from Figure 4 (right panel), where we

note that pion cooling dominates for timescales ∼< 104 s

and thus fπ,sup < 1. For the initial times we see that

the neutrino fluence peaks around ∼ a few 107 GeV.
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IceCube-Gen2 PS 

limit

GRAND-200k

Fiducial Optimistic

IceCube-Gen2 PS 

limit

GRAND-200k

Figure 6. High-energy neutrino fluence (all-flavors) from a magnetar at 40 Mpc for various timescales ranging from a few hours
to a few days post the merger. The fiducial and the optimistic scenarios are shown in the left and right panels respectively.
Refer to Table 1 for details on the choice of parameters for both scenarios.

This is easy to see from Figure 5 (panels corresponding

to t ∼ 105 s), where the photomeson cooling efficiency

dominates the cooling channel around that energy scale

and higher in proton energy. The peak energy of the

neutrino fluence increases as the system evolves in time.

At very late times the peak energy saturates at values

∼< 108 GeV.

There are two very crucial physical parameters for

neutrino production: the initial spindown time (Pi)

and the dipolar magnetic field strength of the magne-

tar (Bd). A lower value of Pi gives a higher neutrino

fluence. This is reasonable since a shorter initial spin

down time leads to a higher spindown energy, thus pro-

viding a larger energy source for neutrino production as

compared to the fiducial case (see Figure 2). As the

Pi increases the neutrino fluxes go down leading to less

optimistic scenarios. The neutrino fluences have a non-

monotonic behaviour with respect to the strength of the

dipolar magnetic field (Bd). We scanned the parame-

ter space between Bd = 1013 − 1015 G and found that

the neutrino production peaks around Bd ∼ 2.5 × 1013

G. This is due to a combination of several factors like

the number of accelerated protons and the efficiency of

photomeson cooling for example. Decreasing Bd to 1013

G (compared to 1014 G in the fiducial case) leads to

a drop in the neutrino flux. The parameters Mej and

v0 does not play a significant role in changing the neu-

trino fluxes. This can be understood from the fact that

the mass of the ejecta and how fast it is moving has

no direct effects on the neutrino production processes

for our choice of parameters. In general, the mass and

velocity of the expanding ejecta can affect the thermal

radiation energy density which in turn would have an

effect on the neutrino fluence. However, as discussed in

Section 4.3, for our choice of parameters, the neutrino

production occurs due to photomeson cooling where the

targets are the non-thermal photons and hence our re-

sults are mostly unaffected by the choice of v and Mej.

We also show the point source sensitivities for

IceCube-Gen2 (dotted black curve) and GRAND-200k

(dotted gray curve) in Figure 6. For the former we take

the current point source limit for IC-86 (IV) between

declination bin −2.29◦ − 0◦ and multiply it by 102/3 to

scale for Gen2. For the latter, we use the effective area

corresponding to sensitivity at zenith angle 90◦. Given

the declination dependent effective area (Aeff(δ, ενµ)),

the number of muon neutrinos (and antineutrinos) in a

detector are given by

Nνµ+ν̄µ
=

∫
dενµ

ϕνµ+ν̄µ

(
ενµ

)
Aeff

(
δ, ενµ

)
. (29)

The number of νµ + ν̄µ neutrinos for a typical source

at 40 Mpc can then be given by Nνµ+ν̄µ
∼ 0.1 (0.4)

for the fiducial (optimistic cases), assuming the effective

area corresponding to the projected IceCube-Gen2 limit

shown in Figure 6. Thus it is evident that for a typical

source at 40 Mpc, the prospects for individual source

detections are low. This paves the way for looking at

high-energy neutrino detections from magnetar sources

in the diffuse neutrino channels and the prospects of

performing GW-triggered stacking searches.

5.2. Diffuse Neutrinos

In Section 5.1 we found that the neutrino fluences

from individual sources at typical distances of O(10)

Mpc may not be detectable in the upcoming neutrino

detectors. We estimate the diffuse high-energy neutrino



14 Mukhopadhyay et al.

IceCube EHE limit (2018)

GRAND-200k 
(10 years)

IceCube-Gen2 (10 years)

Figure 7. Diffuse high-energy neutrino flux (all-flavors)
from magnetar sources for the fiducial (thick red orange line)
and optimistic (thin purple line) scenarios assuming the frac-
tion of BNS mergers forming stable magnetars fmag = 0.1
and 0.3 respectively. The region between ffid

mag or fopt
mag and

the most-optimistic value fmag = 1.0 is shaded. The 90%
C.L. for the all-flavor differential flux from the 9 year Ice-
Cube data is shown as a dotted dark orange line (Aartsen
et al. 2018). The 10-year projected sensitivities for all-flavor
diffuse flux for IceCube-Gen2 (optical+radio) and GRAND-
200k is shown in dashed dark green and steel blue lines re-
spectively (IceCube-Gen2 Collaboration 2024). Refer to Ta-
ble 1 for details on the choice of parameters for both scenar-
ios.

fluxes from magnetar remnants from BNS mergers and

find that the magnetar model cannot contribute signifi-

cantly to the diffuse neutrino flux. The diffuse neutrino

flux can be roughly estimated using

E2
νϕν =

c

4πH0

(
E2

ν

dNν

dEν

)(
fmagρ̇(z = 0)

)
fz , (30)

where H0 is the Hubble constant H0 =

72 km s−1Mpc−1, ρ̇(z = 0) gives the local rate of

BNS mergers at redshift z = 0, and fz is the redshift

factor. We choose, ρ̇(z = 0) = 300 Gpc−3yr−1 (Ab-

bott et al. 2023) and fz = 2. Finally, fmag gives the

fraction of BNS mergers that form long-lived mag-

netar remnants. It is unclear what fraction of BNS

mergers result in stable magnetar like remnants, and

hence fmag has a large uncertainty (Wang et al. 2023).

We choose a conservative value for fmag and set it

to 0.1 and 0.3 for the fiducial and optimistic scenar-

ios respectively. Evidently, choosing the best possible

value of fmag = 1 will yield very optimistic results

for our model. Also note that Equation 30 is a sim-

ple expression to estimate the diffuse flux, which is

sufficient for our current work. This gives a peak dif-

fuse neutrino flux of ∼ 2 × 10−10GeVcm−2s−1sr−1 and

∼ 2×10−9GeVcm−2s−1sr−1 between 107−108 GeV for

the fiducial and the optimistic cases respectively.

We show the diffuse high-energy neutrino flux from

magnetar sources in Figure 7. The thick orange-red solid

and thin purple lines show the results from the fiducial

and optimistic cases with ffid
mag = 0.1 and fopt

mag = 0.3

respectively. We also shade the region extending from

ffid
mag or fopt

mag to fmag = 1 to highlight the most opti-

mistic result possible. For the realistic choices of fmag

both the fiducial and optimistic scenarios are below the

current IceCube EHE limit (Aartsen et al. 2018). How-

ever the optimistic scenario even with a conservative

choice of fopt
mag, lies within the projected 10-year sensitiv-

ity of IceCube-Gen2 (optical and radio) (IceCube-Gen2

Collaboration 2024) and GRAND-200k (Álvarez-Muñiz

et al. 2020), but the detection potential of the latter

is less optimistic due to the relevant energy range being

lower than the peak sensitivity of GRAND-200k. For the

fiducial case, one can expect a detection if fopt
mag ∼> 0.4.

5.3. Neutrino-GW associations

In the previous sections we discussed the prospects of

detecting high-energy neutrinos are less optimistic. To

alleviate this issue, one can use the large horizon dis-

tance of the next generation GW detectors like Cosmic

Explorer (CE), Einstein Telescope (ET), and a combina-

tion of the two (CE+ET) to perform triggered-stacking

searches for high-energy neutrinos from the magnetar

remnants of BNS mergers. Triggered stacking searches

are prevalent search techniques in the multi-messenger

community. In particular GW triggered searches have

been explored (Bartos et al. 2019; Aartsen et al. 2020a;

Abbasi et al. 2023a) and implemented, for example, the
LLAMA pipeline (Countryman et al. 2019).

However, the next generation GW detectors present

a challenge as a result of the very large (z ∼ 10(3.5)

for CE (ET), Hall. 2022) horizon distance for detect-

ing BNS mergers. Given the rate of BNS mergers (say

R(z = 0) = 300 Gpc−3yr−1) and the redshift depen-

dent rate evolution, it can be concluded that the CE

and ET would detect O(100) events a day. It is evident

that this leads to a problem with performing triggered

stacking searches due to the large number of triggers.

A possible way to solve this issue and collect mean-

ingful triggers was discussed in Mukhopadhyay et al.

(2024a,b). The idea relies on the good localization ca-

pabilities of the next-generation GW detectors. In this

sub-section, we will discuss the prospects of performing

GW triggered high-energy neutrino searches at IceCube-

Gen2 using CE and ET, for our magnetar model.
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Figure 8. Probability of neutrino detection (q) with operation time Top for gravitational-wave triggered searches at IceCube-
Gen2, for high-energy neutrinos from magnetar remnants from BNS mergers, using the next-generation GW detectors - the
Cosmic Explorer (CE), the Einstein Telescope (ET), and the combination of the two: CE+ET - for the most-optimistic value of
fmag = 1 (left panel) and for realistic values of ffid

mag = 0.1 and fopt
mag = 0.3 (right panel). The analysis takes into account the use of

localization capabilities of the next-generation detectors to obtain a limiting distance for the GW detectors (dUL
GW) (Mukhopad-

hyay et al. 2024a,b). The 2σ and 3σ C.L.s are also shown with horizontal dashed lines. The parameters used for the fiducial
(shown as the dashed orange line) and the optimistic (shown as the solid blue and dot-dashed pink lines) scenarios are given in
Table 1.

The probability to detect more than one neutrino as-

sociated with a GW signal can be given by

q
(
dUL
GW, Top

)
= 1− exp

(
− TopI

(
dUL
GW

))
I
(
dUL
GW

)
= 4π

∫ dUL
GW

0

d(dcom)
Top(
1 + z

)R(z)d2comPn≥1

(
dL
)
,

(31)

where dUL
GW = max

[
min

(
dlimGW, dhorGW

)
, dNG

MM

]
is the upper

limit from the GW detector from which meaningful trig-

gers can be collected, dlimGW is the limiting distance from

the GW detectors based on the localization capability

given a choice of the threshold fraction of total sky-

area covered fth, d
hor
GW is the horizon distance which we

fix at z ∼ 3.5, dNG
MM is the multi-messenger (EM+GW)

horizon distance for the next generation detectors, Top

is the operation time of the GW detector in the ob-

server frame (on Earth), and the integral is performed

over the comoving distance (dcom). In the next gen-

eration of multi-messenger detectors, optical detectors

such as the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey

of Space and Time (LSST) (Ivezić et al. 2019) can de-

tect kilonovae at least upto ∼ 500 Mpc. The infrared

telescope Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope (Foley

et al. 2019) with a kilonova detection horizon of ∼ 1

Gpc (Scolnic et al. 2018) also has very good detection

prospects. Besides the improved second generation of

GW detectors will have distance horizons up to ∼ 500

Mpc. As a result of these, we can have better localiza-

tion for nearby sources. To take this effect into account,

we fix dNG
MM = 500 Mpc.

The declination integrated probability to detect at

least one neutrino as a function of luminosity distance is

given by Pn≥1(dL). The number of νµ and ν̄µ detected is

given by Equation (29) and the flux of the same ϕνµ+ν̄µ

is given by Equation (26) which depends on the lumi-

nosity distance and hence has a redshift correction of

(1+z). We take into account both tracks (Aartsen et al.

2020b) and shower (Sclafani et al. 2021) effective areas

for point source objects. Although showers have poor

angular resolution, in this work we are only interested

in the number of events and do not use the localization

information from the neutrino detectors.

The redshift dependent rate of BNS mergers is given

by R(z) and we choose the fiducial rate to be R(z = 0) =

300 Gpc−3yr−1 (Abbott et al. 2023). One of the main

ingredients for performing triggered-stacking searches is

the size of the time window from the time of trigger.

We saw from Figure 6 that the neutrino emissions peak

at around ∼ 105.5 s and ∼ 106 s for the fiducial and

optimistic cases respectively. Thus, we choose these as

the size of our windows for the fiducial and optimistic

cases. The large time windows are not ideal for triggered

searches since this lowers dUL
GW for the GW detectors.

Our results for the prospects of performing triggered

searches are shown in Figure 8. The left panel high-

lights the best possible scenario when fmag = 1 while

the right panel shows a realistic and conservative sce-
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nario when ffid
mag = 0.1 and fopt

mag = 0.3 for the fiducial

and optimistic cases respectively. The former is highly

unlikely but provides a perspective regarding the up-

per limits given fmag is highly uncertain. We show the

results for the fiducial case using CE+ET assuming a

fth = 10−2 (dashed orange line). The limiting distance

in this case is given by dUL
GW ∼ 1448 Mpc. For a re-

alistic choice of ffid
mag, it is evident that for the fiducial

case, with the best possible combination of GW detec-

tors we have ∼ 50% probability of a neutrino detection

in an operation time of ∼ 30 years, but constraining

the model parameters in case of non-detection, within

reasonable timescales of operation, is not viable in this

scenario. For fmag = 1 the detection probability jumps

to ∼ 99.7% in ∼< 30 years and constraints can be placed

at the 3σ level within similar timescales of joint opera-

tion.

The optimistic case (shown in dot-dashed pink) shows

that neutrino detection is highly probable within Top ∼<
15 years for fmag = 1 while for fopt

mag there is a ∼ 95%

probability of neutrino detection in ∼ 20 years. For

the latter, a non-detection can provide 2σ constraints

within similar timescales. Choosing a more stringent

limit on the threshold for fraction of sky area covered

(fth) with a distance limit dUL
GW ∼ 500 Mpc, might help

in placing 2σ constraints in a timescale of more than 30

years. Since fth is low, this scenario has the potential for

collecting good quality data and has a∼ 90% probability

to detect a neutrino within 30−40 years. This is because

a more stringent limit on fth ensures sufficiently low

background with respect to triggered searches. Finally

it is important to note that given the long operation

times, the choice of fth is constrained by backgrounds

(see Figure 4 in Mukhopadhyay et al. 2024a). However,

recall that the neutrino fluences for these sources are

peaked for Eν ∼ 107 − 108 GeV and at these energies

the contribution from atmospheric backgrounds are low.

Hence for typical GW detector operation times of ∼ 30

years, fth ∼> 10−2 can be used (Mukhopadhyay et al.

2024b).

6. SUMMARY

In this work, we compute the high-energy neutrino sig-

natures from a long-lived magnetar remnant of a BNS

merger. We also investigate the prospects of GW trig-

gered high-energy neutrino searches from such sources

at the next-generation neutrino detectors like IceCube-

Gen2 and GRAND with triggers from CE and ET.

A BNS merger can leave a stable magnetar as its rem-

nant. The resulting ejecta from the merger surrounds

the remnant. The magnetar has ∼ millisecond spin pe-

riod and eventually spins down. The spindown energy

from the magnetar acts as an energy source. The mag-

netar wind consists of e+ − e− pairs and the dissipation

of its kinetic energy by the TS leads to the formation of

a nebula. The nebula consists of large fractions of non-

thermal photons. The magnetar also has a high dipolar

magnetic field ideal for accelerating the ions (or CR pro-

tons) extracted from its surface to ultra-high energies.

The accelerated CR protons interact with the nebular

photons leading to high-energy neutrino production. A

schematic of our model is shown in Figure 1.

In this work, we modeled the dynamics of such a sys-

tem and consistently computed the time-evolution of the

non-thermal, thermal, and magnetic energies (see Fig-

ure 2 for details). The relevant timescale associated with

the energies are the spindown time and the character-

istic timescales associated with photon diffusion from

the nebula to the ejecta and from the ejecta. We con-

sidered two parameter sets: the fiducial case where the

parameter choices are moderate and and the optimistic

parameter set which gives stronger neutrino signatures.

The details of the parameters are provided in Table 1.

In our model, the CR protons are extracted from the

neutron star crust into the magnetosphere, which can be

estimated by the Goldreich-Julian number density. The

CR protons are then accelerated at the polar cap region

with a δ-function injection spectra. A fraction of the CR

protons can also be accelerated at the termination shock

(TS) region, where the injection spectra is close to −2.

The former acceleration results due to the potential gap

formed in the polar cap region where charge particles can

be accelerated. The latter acceleration is a resultant of

plasma instabilities and turbulence that can be prevalent

in the TS region. However, we concluded that for our

choice of parameters, the acceleration at the TS shock

is insignificant. In Figures 5 and 4 we show the details

about the CR protons, in particular, the cooling and
acceleration timescales relevant for neutrino production,

the regions where pion cooling could be important, and

the time evolution of the CR proton energies in different

regions.

We discuss the observational aspects associated with

high-energy neutrinos from our model in Section 5

and Figure 6. The peak neutrino fluence is ∼ 1 ×
10−2 GeVcm−2 (∼ 4 × 10−2 GeVcm−2) and the peak

occurs between Eν ∼ 107 − 108 GeV for the fiducial

(optimistic) scenarios. Most importantly, the neutrino

fluence peak occurs roughly after 105.5 s (106 s) post the

BNS merger in the fiducial (optimistic) scenarios. As-

suming the current point source (PS) limit and scaling

it to IceCube-Gen2 or assuming the GRAND-200k PS

sensitivity limits show that individual neutrino detec-

tions from the magnetar sources is unlikely. The diffuse
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fluxes resulting from our model assuming a conserva-

tive fraction for stable magnetar forming remnants from

BNS mergers ffid
mag = 0.1 and fopt

mag = 0.3 for the fidu-

cial and optimistic cases, are shown in Figure 7. The

projected 10-year sensitivities for IceCube-Gen2 (optical

and radio) and GRAND-200k are comparable to the dif-

fuse fluxes for the optimistic case. However the fiducial

case demands a large value of ffid
mag to achieve compa-

rable sensitivities. As a complimentary approach, one

can also search for neutrinos from such sources using

the technique of triggered-stacking searches. In partic-

ular, we investigated the prospects of such searches in

the light of the next generation of GW detectors – the

Einstein Telescope (ET) and the Cosmic Explorer (CE).

Assuming realistic values of ffid
mag and fopt

mag, we note

from Figure 8 that for the fiducial parameter using GW

triggered-stacking searches, the probability for a coinci-

dent neutrino detection is ∼ 50% using the combination

of CE+ET in 30 years of joint operation time. How-

ever, in case of non-detection no significant constraints

can be placed on the parameter space within reason-

able timescales. The optimistic scenario provides better

prospects, where using fth = 10−4, the neutrino detec-

tion probability is ∼ 95% in a joint operation timescale

of ∼ 20 years and 2σ level constraints can be placed in

case of non-detection within similar timescales. For the

most-optimistic case, that is, when fmag = 1, the prob-

ability of a coincident neutrino detection is ∼ 99.7%

within 30 years of join operation and constraints at the

3σ level can be placed within similar timescales using

CE+ET with fth = 10−2.

7. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

In this section we discuss the shortcomings of our work

and its implications in the broader sense. We mainly an-

swered the questions we began with which are - (i) we

modeled the magnetar-wind-nebula-ejecta system and

computed the plausible neutrino fluences from such a

system, along with contributions to the diffuse flux. We

also explored GW-triggered search techniques which can

potentially result in detecting neutrinos from such mag-

netar powered sources. This contributes to the broader

understanding of neutrino emission and helps in plan-

ning detection strategies from these class of sources.

There are several limitations associated with the mod-

eling of the system, as a result of which we make some

assumptions and approximations. First, the expression

we use for spindown luminosity (see Equation 4) assumes

an alignment between the rotation and magnetic axes of

the magnetar. In reality, the two axes will probably be

unaligned leading to α ̸= 1 and introduce some uncer-

tainty to the spindown luminosity and energy. However,

this will change our results at most by a factor of a few.

Next, we assume that a constant fraction of potential

gap is used for proton acceleration. It is well-known

that plasma physics plays a very important role in the

magnetosphere of the magnetar. The fraction of the po-

tential gap experienced by the CR protons at the polar

cap region (ηgap) could be variable. Depending on this

the maximum energy of the accelerated protons in the

polar cap region could vary (see Equation 17). Next, we

discuss the uncertainties associated with the modeling

of the effective radius R. We use the same value of R for

the nebula and the ejecta. Although this approximation

is reasonable as long as the thickness of the ejecta is thin,

it is unclear whether this condition is satisfied or not.

Dedicated multi-dimensional hydrodynamic simulations

are necessary to access the validity of this assumption.

We assume the magnetic field in the nebula (B′
neb) to

be turbulent and that the magnetic field strength in the

nebula is uniform. In reality the nebular magnetic field

strength depends on the distance from the TS and the

turbulent magnetic field might decay with distance. As-

suming aligned fields are still dominant, the magnetic

field strength associated with the toroidal component

can depend on the distance from the TS. Furthermore,

the magnetic field dissipation parameter (ϵB) is highly

uncertain and can lead to a higher or lower magnetic

energy in the nebula. Next there are also some uncer-

tainties associated with the injection efficiency of the

CR protons. The Goldreich-Julian limit we use for our

work can breakdown in certain limits of extreme mag-

netic fields (Sob’yanin 2016). Moreover, fallback matter

might enhance the baryon loading factor at the initial

stages which might alter the neutrino fluences.

A more accurate calculation can be performed by con-

sistently taking into account the time-dependent pair

multiplicity factor Y in the nebula. We fix this to

Y = 0.1 and assume a saturated state, in accordance

with previous literature. The pair multiplicity can al-

ter the photon diffusion times from the nebula to the

ejecta, thus introducing some uncertainty in the neu-

trino fluence. Furthermore, we choose the acceleration

efficiency at the TS region ηacc = 1. The efficiency can

vary between 1−10, and hence can introduce a factor of

a few correction to the cut-off energies at the TS region.

However, this is insignificant for our work since most the

protons are accelerated in the polar cap region.

For the GW-triggered searches, it is important to note

that the improved second generation of GW detectors

along with the upcoming EM telescopes can help in re-

ducing the uncertainty region associated with the lo-

calization of the merger. In particular, EM telescopes

can greatly narrow down the source location. The BNS
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merger will be accompanied by emissions in the radio,

optical, X-ray, and gamma ray bands. For radio, X-

ray, and gamma-ray counterparts, GRB prompt emis-

sion and afterglows are strong, but these emissions are

beamed. Thus, we will only have a fraction of BNS

mergers from which such signals can be detected. There-

fore, optical counterparts as a result of the mergers

which could be detected at Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s

Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST), would pro-

vide the best prospects to localize the nearby BNS merg-

ers events.

Our work besides introducing a novel treatment to

studying high-energy neutrino emissions from magnetar

remnant of BNS mergers, also largely improves on pre-

vious work by Fang & Metzger (2017). We consistently

take into account the relativistic effects in solving for the

dynamics of the magnetar-nebula-ejecta system. More-

over, we consistently solve for A assuming a composition

of the kilonova ejecta, while the previous work assumed

A = 0. This modifies the results significantly since

choosing A = 0 assumes perfectly absorbing boundaries.

We consider CR proton accelerations at the polar cap

region with a δ−function injection spectra. In Fang &

Metzger (2017) the authors considered a single power-

law injection with index of −1 and acceleration at the

polar cap region, which is realized at late times when

the magnetar has significantly spun down. For our time

intervals of interest, the magnetar spin frequency is not

drastically decreased, and hence a δ−function injection

spectra (see Equation 13) is more appropriate. We also

improve on the previous work by solving the CR trans-

port equation in the steady state assumption. More-

over, we incorporate a proton energy-dependent CR dif-

fusion coefficient (see Equation 21) unlike the previous

work where the authors fixed the diffusion timescale to

R/c. Finally the fiducial choice of parameters assumed

in Fang & Metzger (2017) is optimistic leading to neu-

trino fluences which are ∼ 1 order of magnitude larger

than what we have for our optimistic case. In fact, the

diffuse neutrino flux results for the fiducial parameter

choices in the previous work has been excluded by the

current IceCube diffuse flux limits (Aartsen et al. 2018;

Abbasi et al. 2023b); however the conservative models

are still consistent with the current data.

Our work highlights that stable long-lived magnetar

remnants resulting from BNS mergers may not be ideal

sources of high-energy neutrino signatures. However,

such objects may exist and hence understanding the rel-

evant particle acceleration and neutrino production sites

is of crucial importance. Besides the next generation

of multi-messenger astronomy enabled by neutrino de-

tectors like IceCube-Gen2, KM3NeT and GW detectors

like CE and ET make exploring the prospects of multi-

messenger detections from these source classes very

timely. In the future detecting neutrino signatures from

such objects can give vast insights at the micro-physics

level, on the behaviour of plasma in highly magnetized

environment, on the dynamics of BNS mergers including

the EOS and kilonovae properties. The plethora of in-

formation that could be conveyed as a result of neutrino

detections from these magnetar remnants of BNS merg-

ers serves as a motivation for modeling such sources.

Our work provides some key insights on high-energy

neutrino signatures that could be expected and sheds

light on the possibilities of synergic GW neutrino obser-

vations in the next era of multimessenger astrophysics.
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