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ABSTRACT

In recent years, a new subclass of tidal disruption events (TDEs) was reported from

the literature. The light curve of these TDEs show a re-brightening feature in the decline

phase after the first peak, which then leads to a second flare. The re-brightening TDEs

challenges the existing light curve fitting tools, which are designed to handle single

flare. In this work, we present a model, aimed at reproducing of the light curve of the

re-brightening TDEs, based on the scenario that the consecutive flares are produced

by the same star who experienced two partial disruptions (PTDEs). We also develop

a fitting code from this model, and apply it to two re-brightening TDEs: AT 2022dbl

and AT 2023adr. The light curve of both TDEs are well fitted. Finally, we forecast the

time and peak brightness of the next flare for these two TDEs, so that the observers

could get prepared in advance and make an examination on our model.

Keywords: Supermassive black holes (1663) — Tidal disruption (1696) — Time domain

astronomy(2019) — Transient sources (1851)

1. INTRODUCTION

A star comes too close to a supermassive black hole (SMBH) shall be disrupted by the overwhelming

tidal force from the SMBH, causing a tidal disruption event (TDE). The critical distance to the SMBH

for a TDE is denoted as the tidal radius rt, an order-of-magnitude estimate of the tidal radius is

given by rt = r∗(MBH/m∗)
1/3, where MBH, m∗ and r∗ are the SMBH mass, stellar mass and radius,
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respectively. Such an event gives rise to a flare that can last from months to years, making TDE a

promising tool to detect the otherwise dormant SMBHs residing in the center of galaxies.

In the era before the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF; Bellm et al. (2019)), the number of (candidate

and confirmed) TDEs are accumulated at a pace of roughly 2 per year (Gezari 2021), most of them

are discovered in the optical band, thanks to the ground based optical surveys. The discovery rate

is pushed up to a few dozens per year by the ZTF and will be further boosted with the upcoming

survey facilities, such as the Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) at the Vera Rubin Observatory

(VRO) (Ivezić et al. 2019).

TDEs are featured by its characteristic light curves: the luminosity rises quickly to the peak,

following either linear, quadratic or Gaussian rising. After the peak, the luminosity declines following

an exponential or power law decay (van Velzen et al. 2021; Hammerstein et al. 2023). To date, most

of the observed TDEs exhibit only one flare, resulted from a single full- or partial disruption of the

intruding star. This is consistent with the theoretical expectation. Ever since the work of Rees

(1988), a commonly adopted assumption is that the disrupted star possess essentially zero orbital

energy (parabolic orbit), hence it can only have one close encounter with the SMBH.

However, as the observational data accumulates and the time baseline extends, some interesting

TDEs have been observed: their light curves show re-brightening features in the declining phase

of the first flare, or long after the first flare. Currently, a handful of (candidate and confirmed)

re-brightening TDEs have been reported in the literature: PS1-10adi (Jiang et al. 2019); ASASSN-

14ko (Payne et al. 2021); AT 2018fyk (Wevers et al. 2023); AT 2020vdq (Somalwar et al. 2023);

AT 2022dbl (Lin et al. 2024); F01004-2237 (Sun et al. 2024); AT 2019aalc (Veres et al. 2024); RX

J133157.6–324319.7 (Hampel et al. 2022; Malyali et al. 2023); eRASSt J045650.3–203750 (Liu et al.

2023b, 2024b); Swift J023017.0+283603 (Evans et al. 2023; Guolo et al. 2024). We also note a few

TDEs presented by Yao et al. (2023) show re-brightening feature: AT 2019baf, AT 2019ehz, AT

2020acka, AT 2021uqv. Although small in number, they already exhibit great diversity in the light

curve properties. In the optical-selected TDE samples, the time interval between the first and second

flares spans a range from a few hundred days (e.g. the sample of Yao et al. (2023)) to a few years
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(Somalwar et al. 2023) or even one decade (Sun et al. 2024). Another aspect is the brightness ratio

between the two peaks: in some cases the second flare is dimmer than the first flare, while in the

other cases the second flare is brighter (e.g. AT 2020vdq, AT 2019aalc, F01004-2237). Lastly, the

number of repeating flares from the same target also varies a lot, from the minimum of 2 to more

than 20 (e.g. ASASSN-14ko).

The nature of this re-brightening or repeating phenomenon is still an open question, there are

many possible models. First, repeated partial TDEs produced by the same star (Somalwar et al.

2023; Wevers et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2024a; Bandopadhyay et al. 2024). Contrary to full disruption,

a partial TDE only strip away a fraction of mass from the star, and a remnant star will survive.

The amount of stripped mass depends primarily on the penetration factor β and stellar structure

(Guillochon & Ramirez-Ruiz (2013), hereafter GRR2013). If the remnant star moves on eccentric

orbit, it can return to the pericenter periodically and produce the repeating PTDEs. Then the time

interval between the two peaks is mainly determined by the orbital period of the star. The repeating

PTDEs might also be responsible for another interesting type of nuclear transient, the quasi-periodic

eruptions (QPEs) observed in the X-ray band (Wang et al. 2022), e.g. GSN 069 (Miniutti et al. 2019),

RXJ1301.9+2747 (Giustini et al. 2020), eRO-QPE1, eRO-QPE2 (Arcodia et al. 2021). QPEs have

much shorter periods (hours to weeks) compared to the repeating flares observed in the UV/optical

bands. Given the short time interval between the peaks, the star is tightly bound to the MBH,

which is viable through the tidal break-up of hard binaries in the galactic center (also known as

the Hills mechanism, Hills (1988); Cufari et al. (2022); Wevers et al. (2023)). During the PTDE,

the tidal perturbation excites stellar oscillation and the tidal torques spin up the remnant star (Ryu

et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2024; Bandopadhyay et al. 2024), the response of the stellar structure to

these perturbations determines the strength and the peak brightness of the subsequent disruption

(detailed in Section 4).

In the second model, the two flares are full TDEs produced by two different stars, following the

tidal breakup of a binary (Mandel & Levin 2015). In this model, only two flares can be produced

because the stars are totally destroyed. Because the fallback rate are largely affected by the orbital
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parameters (as we will discuss later), the relative brightness as well as the time interval between the

two flares are determined by the complicated three-body dynamics.

Chen et al. (2022) has proposed a third model which employs two-phase accretion. In this model,

the first flare is powered by the fallback of tidal debris, and a temporally delayed accretion process

is responsible for the second flare, which is dimmer than the first flare and generally not following

the mass fallback rate, due to the viscous delay operating in the accretion disk. This model has been

successfully applied to AT 2019avd.

Analyzing the observed TDE light curves could help us to reveal the physical mechanisms respon-

sible for the phenomenon of re-brightening TDE. Currently, there are two published TDE light curve

fitting tools in the literature: the Modular Open Source Fitter for Transients (MOSFiT) (Guillochon

et al. 2018; Mockler et al. 2019) and TiDE (Kovács-Stermeczky & Vinkó 2023a). They are aimed at

extracting the physical parameters behind the TDEs, especially the mass of the SMBH, the mass

of the disrupted star and its orbital parameter. These tools adopt different physical models and

assumptions: MOSFiT adopts a luminosity-dependent photosphere with black body spectrum energy

distribution (SED), while the emission model of TiDE adopts an accretion disk and a reprocessing

layer. MOSFiT and TiDE have been used in many studies (Mockler et al. 2019; Gomez et al. 2020;

Nicholl et al. 2020; Mockler & Ramirez-Ruiz 2021; Hammerstein et al. 2023; Kovács-Stermeczky &

Vinkó 2023b).

MOSFiT and TiDE share a common assumption that the intruding star are moving on parabolic orbit

(e = 1) before the disruption, because the disrupted star is originated from the influence radius of the

MBH1 (Frank & Rees 1976). Therefore, the star can encounter with the SMBH only once. One may

try to fit the individual flares in the re-brightening TDEs, but shall encounter the following problems:

1) the mass fallback rate of e < 1 disruption, which is the case for re-brightening TDEs, is different

from that of e = 1 case adopted by MOSFiT and TiDE (Hayasaki et al. 2013; Park & Hayasaki 2020;

Liu et al. 2023a). Hence these tools can not model the individual flares accurately. 2) During the

1 By definition, the stars residing within the influence radius are bound to the MBH, while those outside the influence

radius are unbound.
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second flare, there might be some contribution from the first flare, which is currently not accounted

in MOSFiT and TiDE. 3) the time separation between the two flares are not modeled in MOSFiT and

TiDE. Therefore, these tools are not suitable for fitting the re-brightening TDEs.

In this work, we try to construct a new model dedicated to fit the light curve of re-brightening

TDEs, assuming they are produced by the repeating PTDEs. Here, we focus on the optical light

curve modeling, and leave the modeling of X-ray light curve for future study. In Section 2, we first

describe how to construct a composite mass fallback rate curve that consist of contributions from

the two consecutive PTDEs. Then this mass fallback rate curve is converted to the multi-band mock

light curves adopting the luminosity-dependent photosphere model, which is also implemented in

MOSFiT. In Section 3, we apply our light curve model to two re-brightening TDEs: AT 2022dbl and

AT 2023adr. Then we forecast the time and peak brightness of the next flare for these two TDEs.

In Section 4, we discuss the caveats of our model and possible improvements that can be done in the

future development. Finally, we summarize this paper in Section 5.

2. MODEL

In this section, we describe the model for the re-brightening TDEs. We only consider the case

that one single star experienced two partial TDEs, since observations currently found most of the

re-brightening TDEs only exhibit two flares.

2.1. The mass fallback rate of e = 1 disruption

We first explain how to get the mass fallback rate in the standard e = 1 case, this procedure mainly

follows the one implemented in MOSFiT. Then we derive the mass fallback rate for the e < 1 case in

the next subsection.

The construction of mass fallback rate are based on the hydrodynamic simulation of GRR2013.

GRR2013 simulated the disruption of 1 M⊙ star by a 106 M⊙ SMBH, with various of penetration

factor β and a constant eccentricity e = 1. The penetration factor β is defined as the ratio of tidal

radius rt to the pericenter distance rp. The resultant debris energy distributions (dm/dϵ) for a set
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of discrete β’s, are shipped with MOSFiT2 (Guillochon et al. 2018; Mockler et al. 2019). GRR2013

adopted two polytropic stellar models: γ = 4/3 (suitable for 1 M⊙ ≤ m∗ ≤ 15 M⊙) and γ = 5/3

(suitable for m∗ ≤ 0.3 M⊙ and m∗ ≥ 22 M⊙). In the rest parts of the mass ranges, we follow the

procedure implemented in MOSFiT to construct a hybrid fallback function (in this paper, we call the

stars in these mass ranges as hybrid stars). Mockler et al. (2019) defined the fractional contributions,

gfrac, from the two γ models as follows,

gfrac =
m∗/M⊙ − 1

0.3− 1
, (0.3 < m∗/M⊙ < 1) (1)

gfrac =
m∗/M⊙ − 15

22− 15
. (15 < m∗/M⊙ < 22) (2)

Therefore, gfrac = 0 is corresponding to γ = 4/3 model, gfrac = 1 is corresponding to γ = 5/3 model.

Then the mass fallback rate for hybrid star (Ṁhybrid) is obtained by linearly interpolating between

the γ = 4/3 and γ = 5/3 fallback rate functions, Ṁ4/3 and Ṁ5/3 provided by GRR2013. Ṁ4/3 and

Ṁ5/3 only depend on β, so the next step is to choose the appropriate β’s for these two functions.

Note the range of β for the partial disruption of the two γ models are different: the partial disruption

of γ = 4/3 (γ = 5/3) star occurs at 0.6 < β4/3 < 1.85 (0.5 < β5/3 < 0.9). In practice, MOSFiT adopts

a scaled penetration factor b to describe the strength of disruption, and uses the following equations

to translate b to β (and vice versa), for the partial disruption of polytropic stars,

β4/3 = 0.6 + 1.25b, (0 ≤ b ≤ 1, γ = 4/3) (3)

β5/3 = 0.5 + 0.4b. (0 ≤ b ≤ 1, γ = 5/3) (4)

These equations indicate that b = 0 corresponds to no disruption and b = 1 corresponds to full

disruption.

2 https://github.com/guillochon/MOSFiT
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For the hybrid star, β is obtained by linearly interpolating between β4/3 and β5/3, i.e. β = β4/3 +

(β5/3 − β4/3)gfrac. After some simple algebra, we find

b =
β − 0.6 + 0.1gfrac
1.25− 0.85gfrac

. (5)

Note, by setting gfrac = 0 (gfrac = 1), equation 5 reduces to equation 3 (equation 4). In the end, we

can calculate the mass fallback rate of hybrid star with the following interpolation equation,

Ṁhybrid(b) = Ṁ4/3(b) + [Ṁ5/3(b)− Ṁ4/3(b)]gfrac (6)

The mass fallback rate is scaled to the target black hole mass and star, using the scaling relation

Ṁpeak ∝ M
−1/2
BH m2

∗r
−3/2
∗ given by GRR2013. Finally, we convert the mass fallback rate to the energy

distribution of bound debris using the equation dm/dϵ = Ṁ/(dϵ/dt). The time derivative of ϵ can be

derived from the Kepler’s third law. The resulted energy distribution of the tidal debris is denoted

as (dm/dϵ)e=1. We could also compute the stripped mass during the partial TDE,

∆m = 2

∫ 0

−∞

(
dm

dϵ

)
e=1

dϵ, (7)

because the (dm/dϵ)e=1 function is symmetric to ϵ = 0.

2.2. The mass fallback rate of e < 1 disruption

The next step is to modify the mass fallback rate according to the orbital eccentricity of the

disrupted star. Here we only consider the e < 1 case, because the star capable of producing multiple

PTDEs has to stay on an eccentric orbit. Hayasaki et al. (2013) have shown that the effect of

reducing orbital eccentricity is shifting the dm/dϵ curve toward the direction of negative energy with

a displacement of ϵorb,

dm

dϵ
(ϵ) =

(
dm

dϵ

)
e=1

(ϵ− ϵorb). (8)

The relation between orbital energy and eccentricity reads

ϵorb = −β(1− e)

2
q1/3∆ϵ, (9)
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where q = MBH/m∗ is the mass ratio between the SMBH and the star, and ∆ϵ = GMBHr∗/r
2
t is the

typical energy scale of the dm/dϵ distribution. Finally, we convert dm/dϵ to mass fallback rate, i.e.

dm/dt = (dm/dϵ)(dϵ/dt), and denote it as Ṁ(t;MBH,m∗, b, ϵorb).

The procedure of shifting dm/dϵ (equation 8) is also justified by the results of Liu et al. (2023a).

They estimated the overall impact of tidal distortions on the star as it travels from the pericenter to

the apocenter, which solely depends on the orbital eccentricity. They found that a 5% deviations to

the tidal deformation from cases in parabolic orbits occur when e = e5%. Hence, equation 8 can be

safely applied when e > e5%. According to Figure 1 of Liu et al. (2023a), we find that log(1 − e5%)

is roughly −1.3 (i.e. e5% is roughly 0.95), therefore the e > e5% condition is always satisfied in the

parameter space we are exploring (see the typical value of e computed below).

In the light curve fitting procedure, we use the orbital period of the intruding star before the first

close encounter, Porb, as a fitting parameter instead of e. Because Porb is easier to read from the

light curve, so that we can set a reasonable prior range for it. We note that after the first encounter,

the orbital period of the remnant star will change due to the orbital energy gain or loss (detailed

in Section 2.3) induced by the tidal encounter. Hence the time interval between the two flare peaks

should only be regarded as a rough estimate of Porb. It is also convenient to convert Porb to ϵorb

according to the Kepler’s third law,

ϵorb = −
(
πGMBH√

2Porb

)2/3

. (10)

For completeness, we also derive the relation between e and Porb. Inserting equation 9 into equation 10

results in

e = 1−
(
2πt∗,dyn
Porb

)2/3

β−1, (11)

where t∗,dyn =
√

r3∗/(Gm∗) ≃ 1.6 × 103 (r∗/R⊙)
3/2(m∗/M⊙)

−1/2 s is the dynamic timescale of the

star. Consider a typical case, where tdyn ≃ 1.6× 103s, Porb ≃ 100 days and β ≃ 1, we find e ≃ 0.989.

2.3. Variation of the orbital energy of the remnant star
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The remnant star emerged from the partial disruption may lose or gain orbital energy, affecting the

returning time and the mass fallback rate of the next disruption (c.f. equation 8). Therefore, taking

this effect into account is important for accurate light curve modeling.

Manukian et al. (2013) conducted the first study on this problem by performing Newtonian hy-

drodynamic simulations. They measured the orbital energy change after a partial disruption of a

γ = 4/3 polytrope star, and found that the remnant star always gain orbital energy. The amount

of energy gain monotonically increases with β, but never exceed the surface escape velocity (vesc) of

the original star. They also provided a fitting formula to calculate the orbital energy gain. Gafton

et al. (2015) performed General Relativistic simulation of PTDE, and obtained similar conclusion

that the remnant star gains orbital energy, though they used γ = 5/3 polytrope star. Later on,

Ryu et al. (2020) studied the same problem, also took the General Relativistic effect into account,

but the star is modeled with realistic stellar structure. Contrary to the previous two studies, Ryu

et al. (2020) found that the orbital energy of the remnant star is not always increasing: the remnant

star produced in the partial disruption of low-mass star actually loses orbital energy after a weak

encounter, while for high-mass stars, the remnant may also loses orbital energy even in some severe

encounters. Recently, Chen et al. (2024) studied the orbital energy variation after a PTDE for both

γ = 4/3 and γ = 5/3 star, and found that there is a critical penetration factor, denoted as βt: the

remnant star loses (gains) orbital energy if β < βt (β > βt).

Chen et al. (2024) provided two fitting formulae (their equation 9) to compute the orbital energy

changes ∆ϵorb of the remnant stars (both γ = 4/3 and γ = 5/3 stellar models) after every PTDE,

which only depends on β. In order to obtain ∆ϵorb for the hybrid stars, we firstly convert the variable

β in the original fitting formulae to b (see the plot in Figure 1), then compute the orbital energy

change using

∆ϵorb(b) = ∆ϵorb,4/3(b) + [∆ϵorb,5/3(b)−∆ϵorb,4/3(b)]× gfrac. (12)

We also impose an upper limit on ∆ϵorb: it should not exceed v2esc/2. As a result, the orbital energy

of the remnant star is ϵorb,new = ϵorb +∆ϵorb. Accordingly, the new orbital period is calculated with

the Kepler’s third law.
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Figure 1. The dependence of ∆ϵorb on the scaled penetration factor b for the two γ stellar models (indicated

by color), based on equation 9 of Chen et al. (2024). We have transformed β in their equation 9 to b, using

equation 5.

2.4. The composite mass fallback rate

In this section we construct the composite mass fallback rate consisting of two subsequent PTDEs

produced by the same star. We start with a brief description of the procedure and key parameters.

A star with initial mass m∗,0 and radius r∗,0 approaches the SMBH on an eccentric orbit with initial

scaled penetration factor b0 (0 < b0 < 1, the corresponding β0 is derived from equation 5) and the

rest-frame orbital period Porb,0 (the corresponding orbital energy ϵorb,0 is derived from equation 10).

It passes the pericenter at the time of t = tdisrupt, and the first partial TDE ensues. After that, a

remnant star with mass m∗,1 and radius r∗,1 continues its journey around the SMBH. The stellar

mass m∗,1 = m∗,0 − ∆m, where ∆m is computed from equation 7, and r∗,1 is computed from the

mass-radius relation of zero-age-main-sequence (ZAMS) star (Tout et al. 1996). Accordingly, the new

tidal radius for disrupting the remnant star is computed by rt,1 = r∗,1(MBH/m∗,1)
1/3, and the new
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penetration factor is β1 = rt,1/rp,1 and the associated b1 is obtained with equation 5. Hydrodynamic

simulations have found that the pericenter of this new orbit is almost the same as the initial orbit

(Ryu et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2024), therefore we take rp,1 = rp,0 for simplicity. The orbital energy

of this remnant star is also updated by an amount of ∆ϵorb (equation 12), i.e. ϵorb,1 = ϵorb,0 +∆ϵorb.

Then we use the Kepler’s third law to compute the orbital period for the remnant star, Porb,1.

With these parameters, we could obtain the mass fallback rate of the individual PTDEs, denoted

as Ṁ0(t̃;MBH,m∗,0, b0, ϵorb,0) and Ṁ1(t̃;MBH,m∗,1, b1, ϵorb,1), respectively. In both functions, t̃ is the

time variable and the other quantities are parameters. Note t̃ measures the elapsed time since the

corresponding disruption, i.e. t̃ = 0 when the (remnant) star passes the pericenter; while t measures

the date of the observations. Therefore, t̃ = t − tdisrupt in Ṁ0 and t̃ = t − (tdisrupt + Porb,1) in Ṁ1,

because the remnant star passes the pericenter at the time tdisrupt + Porb,1.

We assume the first light of the first PTDE emerges at the time when stream-stream collision

occurs, denoted as t0 = tdisrupt + 1.5tmin,0, where tmin,0 is the orbital period of the most bound debris

in the first PTDE, both of them are given in unit of days. Since the remant star takes Porb,1 to return

to the pericenter and give rise to the second PTDE, the light curve of the second PTDE starts at

t1 = tdisrupt + Porb,1 + 1.5tmin,1, where tmin,1 is the orbital period of the most bound debris in the

second PTDE. The final composite mass fallback rate Ṁcomp is the summation of Ṁ0 and Ṁ1.

Figure 2 gives four examples of the composite mass fallback rate made by two consecutive PTDEs,

to demonstrate the effect of the initial scaled penetration factor b0 on the mass fallback rate. In this

figure b0 increases from the top left panel to the bottom right panel, so do the peak mass fallback

rates of the two PTDEs. It also shows that the ratio of two peak mass fallback rates increases with

b0: the two peaks are nearly the same when b0 = 0.1, while in the case of b0 = 0.95, the first peak is

almost one order of magnitude higher than the second peak. Another feature we want to emphasize

is the decay phase after the second peak. During this period of time, the materials stripped in the

first PTDE is still falling back (the blue curve), effectively enhances the composite fallback rate (the

black curve) during the second peak. As a result, the fallback rate after the second peak decays
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Figure 2. The composite mass fallback rate with various of b0. The blue and red curves represent the mass

fallback rate of the first (Ṁ0) and second (Ṁ1) PTDE, respectively. The starting time of Ṁ0 is shifted to t0,

and the starting time of Ṁ1 is shifted to t1 (see the main text). The black curve represents the composite

mass fallback rate of the two consecutive PTDEs. In all these plots, we set MBH = 106 M⊙, m∗,0 = 1 M⊙,

Porb,0 = 200 days, tvisc = 0 day and tdisrupt = 0.

slower than it would be in an solitary PTDE (the red curve). This effect is more significant in the

high b0 cases.

The accretion rate Ṁacc(t) that actually powers the luminosity should defer from the fallback rate,

due to the viscous delay of the accretion. Following the procedure in MOSFiT, we introduce a viscous

timescale tν to control the viscous delay, and calculate Ṁacc,i(t̃) with

Ṁacc,i(t̃) =
1

tν

(
e−t̃/tν

∫ t̃

0

et̃
′/tνṀi(t̃′)dt̃′

)
(13)
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(Mockler et al. 2019). Increasing tν could prolong the rising and declining timescales of the light

curve, and suppress the peak luminosity. Note, only in the limit of tν → 0 shall the accretion rate

equal the mass fall back rate.

2.5. Multi-band Light Curve Modeling

In this section we describe how to generate the multi-band light curve from the mass fallback rates.

In practice, we first compute the bolometric light curve for the individual PTDEs (Lbol,0 and Lbol,1)

from the associated viscously delayed mass fallback rate (Ṁacc,0 and Ṁacc,1). Then compute the

magnitude of the two flares (mband,0 and mband,1) in every observed bands, using the radiation model

described below. Finally, the composite light curve is obtained by

mband = −2.5 log(10−0.4mband,0 + 10−0.4mband,1). (14)

We adopts the luminosity-dependent photosphere model implemented in MOSFiT to convert the

mass fallback rate to multi-band light curve. We give a brief introduction to this radiation model,

more details can be found in Mockler et al. (2019).

The bolometric luminosity is computed by Lbol,i(t) = ηṀacc,i(t)c
2, where i marks the individual

PTDEs (0 stands for the first PTDE, 1 stands for the second PTDE), η is the radiation efficiency, c

is the speed of light and Ṁacc,i(t) is obtained by equation 13. The range of η is set between 10−4 and

0.1, the upper limit is the typical radiation efficiency of an AGN disk. The lower limit comes from

minimum value achievable for the eccentric accretion disk model (Zhou et al. 2021).

The optical spectrum energy distribution (SED) of the individual flares is generally described by

black body radiation with effective temperature Teff,i (Gezari 2021). The total bolometric luminosity

is the product of the area of the emitting surface, 4πR2
ph,i, and the energy flux per unit area σSBT

4
eff,i,

where Rph,i is the so called photosphere radius, σSB is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant. After some

simple algebra, the expression for the effective temperature reads

Teff,i =

(
Lbol,i

4πσSBR2
ph,i

) 1
4

. (15)



14

Then the SED is Fi(λ) = BTeff,i
(λ)R2

ph,i/D
2
L, where BTeff,1

(λ) is the Planck function and DL is the

luminosity distance.

Many observations of TDEs have found that the effective temperature varies little near the peak

and tend to increase at late times. In order to model this SED behavior in MOSFiT, a power-law

scaling relation between the Rph,i and Lbol,i is adopted,

Rph,i = Rph0ap,i(Lbol,i/LEdd)
l, (16)

where Rph0 is a normalization of the photosphere radius, ap,i is the semimajor axis of the material

corresponding to the maximum fallback rate, and LEdd is the Eddington luminosity. Substitute this

relation into equation 15 results in Teff,i ∝ L
(1−2l)/4
bol,i , hence in the special case of l = 1/2, the effective

temperature will not vary with time.

Finally, a conversion from bolometric luminosity to the AB magnitude in different bands is per-

formed. This is done with the F (λ) and the filter transmission function T (λ), using the following

equation

mAB = −2.5 log

∫
λFi(λ)T (λ)dλ+ 2.5 log

∫
T (λ)

λ
dλ− 2.408. (17)

3. APPLY OUR MODEL TO THE RE-BRIGHTENING TDES

This section tests our model with two TDEs having re-brightening features, namely AT 2022dbl

and AT 2023adr. Lin et al. (2024) confirmed that AT 2022dbl was produced by repeating PTDEs,

and the authors claimed that the third flare is expected to recur in the 2026 (see also our forecasting

in Section 3.1). AT 2023adr was recently reported as a repeating PTDE (Llamas Lanza et al. 2024),

and the expected third flare should occur earlier than AT 2022dbl. Thus, these two cases provide

good opportunities for further validating our model, if the third flare do occur at the predicted time

and brightness.

We also note there are other newly discovered re-brightening TDEs: AT 2020vdq (Somalwar et al.

2023), and AT 2019aalc (Veres et al. 2024). In these cases, the second flare is even brighter than
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the first flare. Note, AT 2019aalc took place in AGN, which might introduce more complexities

in the light curve modeling, due to the underlying AGN variability. Currently, our model can not

handle these features (see also Section 4.1), hence we exclude these TDEs from our analysis. For the

TDEs presented in Yao et al. (2023) that have re-brightening features (AT 2019baf, AT 2019ehz, AT

2020acka, AT 2021uqv), we are already late for observing their third flares, so we also exclude them

from our analysis.

The multi-band light curve data of AT 2022dbl was retrieved from Lin et al. (2024). The

Swift/UVOT U - and B-band photometry is not very reliable for this target (Zheyu Lin, private

communication), we exclude the data points in these two bands in the fitting procedure. Lin et al.

(2024) has derived the host MBH mass: log(MBH/M⊙) = 6.40 ± 0.33 with the MBH-σ relation of

Kormendy & Ho (2013).

The light curve data of AT 2023adr is retrieved from the ALeRCE ZTF Explorer3, which performs

the g- and r-band differential photometry on the target TDE. Then we correct the Milky Way

extinction for this target, using RV = 3.1 and E(B − V ) = 0.011 from the SFD extinction map

(Schlafly & Finkbeiner 2011). The resultant extinction is 0.042 mag in g-band and 0.029 mag in

r-band.

We use the python package emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) to optimize the fitting, by maxi-

mizing the logarithmic likelihood

log p = −1

2

∑
i

[
x2
i

σ2
i

+ log(2πσ2
i )

]
, (18)

where xi is the difference between the ith observation and model prediction, and σi takes the error

of the ith observation. Maximizing the above logarithmic likelihood is equivalent to minimizing the

χ2 =
∑

x2
i /σ

2
i value.

The prior distribution of some common parameters are given in Table 1. For AT 2022dbl, the prior

distribution of Porb,0 is between 650 and 690 days, tdisrupt is between MJD 59550 and 59600. For

AT 2023adr, the prior distribution of Porb,0 is between 340 and 370 days, tdisrupt is between MJD

3 https://alerce.online/
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59850 and 59910. We employ 100 walkers in the MCMC fitting and run for 10,000 iterations. The

results of our interested fitting parameters and the corresponding reduced chi-square value (χ2
red) are

summarized in Table 2.

Table 1. The fitting parameters used in the light curve modeling.

Parameter Prior Distribution Type Min Max

MBH/M⊙ Log 106 108

m∗/M⊙ Kroupa 0.1 5

b (scaled penetration factor) Flat 0.5 0.95

η Flat 10−4 0.1

Rph0 Log 10−2 102

l Flat 0 2

tν/days Log 10−1 10

NOTES: The first column gives the name of the parameters. The second column indicate the type of prior

distribution for each parameters: “Flat” means the prior is uniformly sampled from the value range; “Log”

means the prior is logrithmically uniformly sampled in the value range; “Kroupa” means the stellar mass

are sampled from the Kroupa initial mass function. The third and fourth columns give the allowed range

for each parameter.

Table 2. Basic information of the re-brightening TDEs and the corresponding fitting results

IAU name R.A. Decl. redshift log(MBH/M⊙) m∗,0/M⊙ b0 Porb,0/day χ2
red

AT 2022dbl 12h20m45.097s 49◦33
′
4.86

′′
0.028 6.91+0.02

−0.01 1.00+0.00
−0.00 0.63+0.00

−0.00 680.44+0.16
−0.17 14.0

AT 2023adr 14h36m19.847s 32◦23
′
16.44

′′
0.131 7.18+0.04

−0.06 0.90+0.03
−0.03 0.80+0.02

−0.02 346.97+1.20
−1.21 1.3

NOTES: m∗,0, b0 and Porb,0 are the stellar mass, scaled penetration factor and rest-frame orbital period

before the first PTDE, respectively. These three quantities shall vary after the first PTDE, see details in

Section 2.4. We use the 16th and 84th percentiles of the posterior distribution to indicate the 1σ uncertainty

in all fitted parameters. The last column is the reduced chi-square value, calculated with the data points

involved in the fitting procedure.
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Figure 3 presents the posterior distributions of MBH, m∗,0, b0 and Porb,0 which interest us the most.

The MBH of AT 2022dbl obtained from the light curve fitting (log(MBH/M⊙) ≃ 6.91) is higher than

that derived by Lin et al. (2024), but the difference is within 1 dex. We note that in the other TDEs

that have MBH measurement, the values obtained from the TDEs are generally not exactly match

with the values derived from BH mass scaling relations, the agreement can only be achieved within

∼ 1 dex (e.g. see the comparison in Mockler et al. (2019) and Kovács-Stermeczky & Vinkó (2023b),

but also see Zhou et al. (2021) who gets a relatively good agreement). There is no MBH measurement

for the host galaxy of AT 2023adr.

Figure 4 shows the observed light curve and the mock light curve generated by the fitting code, for

visual comparison. The mock light curves are generated with parameters randomly sampled from

the last 1,000 iterations. The agreement between the mock and observed light curves are generally

good. However, we also notice some deviations of the observed data from the mock light curves:

• AT 2022dbl: the deviation of the observed data in the UVW2 and UVM2 bands from the mock

light curves starts about 100 days after the first peak. The ZTF g and ATLAS o bands also

exhibit signatures of flattening in the decline phase of the first flare, but the beginning time is

not obvious, due to the sparse sampling after MJD 59800. This feature resembles the late stage

flattening observed in the UV bands in the other TDEs (van Velzen et al. 2019), but occurs

much earlier. This feature is likely attributed to the formation of accretion disk (Mummery

& Balbus 2020; Mummery et al. 2024). Since the contributions from different mechanisms for

the UV/optical radiations should evolve with time (e.g. stream-stream collision in the early

stage and disk accretion in the late stage), this flattening feature might be handled with an

evolving η, or with more physically motivated radiation models (also see Section 4.3). We have

excluded the data points between MJD 59800 and 60300 from the light curve fitting procedure.

Including those data points would result in a black hole mass ∼ 0.2 dex higher than the value

reported in Table 2, but the influences on the other fitting parameters are small.
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Figure 3. Posterior distributions of log(MBH/M⊙), m∗,0, b0 and Porb,0, for AT 2022dbl (left) and AT

2023adr (right).

• AT 2023adr: the earliest two g-band observation points are much brighter than the mock light

curve. Recently, early bumps in the rising light curves have been found in several TDEs and

may be a commmon feature (Charalampopoulos et al. 2023; Huang et al. 2024; Wang et al.

2024; Faris et al. 2024). The earliest two g-band observation points in the light curve of AT

2023adr might be the endpoint of such early bump. Unfortunately, there is no data earlier than

these two points (we also searched the archival data of ASASSN and ATLAS) to confirm or rule

out this conjecture. Since our model can not handle the early bump, we have excluded these

two points in the fitting procedure, otherwise, the mock light curve of the first flare becomes

systematically brighter than the observations.

3.1. Forecast the next flare

To identify the nature of re-brightening TDEs, a third flare from the same target is essential in

distinguishing the repeated PTDEs from the double TDEs (Mandel & Levin 2015) and the two-phase

evolution scenarios (Chen et al. 2022).
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Figure 4. Fitting results for AT 2022dbl (left) and AT 2023adr (right). The dots represent the observations,

and the curves represent the mock light curves generated by the fitting code.

Despite of modeling the light curve of re-brightening TDEs that has been observed, we could also

forecast the time and multiband light curves of the next flare for the two targets (Figure 5), based

on the fitting results obtained from the first and second flares. The corresponding peak time and

brightness in individual bands are given in Table 3.

The third flare of AT 2023adr is expected to occur in April of 2025. The large b0 causes a very

low remnant star mass after the first two PTDEs, and in the third PTDE the stripped mass is

∆m∗ = 0.007+0.006
−0.004 M⊙. Together with the large distance modulus of AT 2023adr, the peak brightness

of the third flare is very faint (∼ 22 mag). Such a faint flare may be detectable by deep time-domain

surveys such as 2.5 meter Wide Field Survey Telescope (Wang et al. 2023), or specifically monitored

by medium or large telescopes.

In the case of AT 2022dbl, the moderate b0 ensures that there is enough remnant mass to power

the third flare (∆m∗ = 0.083+0.004
−0.002 M⊙). The third flare is expected to occur in January of 2026, and

it is sufficiently bright to be observed by both ground and space telescopes, providing a better case

to test our model prediction.

These predictions are valuable for TDE studies. The early phase data could provide constraint on

the radiation mechanisms of TDEs, but is currently lacking of multi-band observations, and especially

the spectrum in rising phase. Using our predicted time information, observers could prepare for the

observation of next flare in advance. According to the predicted brightness, observers could decide



20

Figure 5. Forecast the next flare for AT 2022dbl (left) and AT 2023adr (right). The color and offset settings

of different bands are the same as Figure 4.

which instrument should be used to do spectroscopy and/or photometric observations, raising the

probability of obtaining high quality data.

Table 3. Forecast the peak time and brightness of the third flare

IAU name MJD UVW2 UVM2 UVW1 ZTF-g ZTF-r ATLAS-c ATLAS-o

AT 2022dbl 61061.3+0.5
−0.5 18.1+0.0

−0.0 18.3+0.0
−0.0 18.3+0.0

−0.0 19.0+0.0
−0.0 19.4+0.0

−0.0 19.1+0.0
−0.0 19.5+0.0

−0.0

AT 2023adr 60787.7+4
−3 22.1+0.5

−0.6 22.1+0.4
−0.5 22.0+0.3

−0.4 21.9+0.3
−0.3 22.1+0.3

−0.3 21.9+0.3
−0.3 22.2+0.3

−0.3

NOTES: The time and peak brightness of the third flare, based on the parameters fitted from the previous

two flares. We use the 16th and 84th percentiles of the posterior distribution to indicate the 1σ uncertainty

in all quantities.

4. DISCUSSION

In the previous section, our light curve model has successfully reproduces light curve of two TDEs

which have re-brightening features. And we have forecast the properties of the third flare. However, it

is possible that the third flare will not exactly follow the forecasting, because our model is simplified

and adopts many assumptions. In this section, we discuss the caveats of our model and possible

improvements that can be done in the future.
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4.1. Relative brightness of the consecutive flares

In our model, the second flare shall always be dimmer than the first flare, because we adopts the

mass-radius relation of ZAMS stars, therefore the stellar radius decreases as a consequence of mass

loss after every PTDE (i.e. r∗ ∝ mα
∗ , with α = 0.8 for m∗ < 1M⊙ and α = 0.6 for m∗ > 1M⊙), and

so do the tidal radius (rt ∝ r∗m
−1/3
∗ ∝ m

α−1/3
∗ ) and β for subsequent disruption. Consequently, the

peak mass fallback rate and the amount of stripped mass decrease according to equation A1 and A3

of GRR2013.

Our model is clearly not appropriate for AT 2020vdq, F01004-2237 and AT 2019aalc, in which the

second flare is brighter. In our framework, a brighter second flare is feasible only if β increases in

the next PTDE. According to the definition of β, there are two possible ways to achieve this goal:

1) reducing rp, equivalent to reducing the orbital angular momentum; 2) increasing rt, resulted from

the expansion of the remnant star. We discuss these two possibilities in the following part.

Numerical simulation have demonstrated that the orbital angular momentum of the remnant star

is invariant (Ryu et al. 2020; Chen et al. 2024), other mechanism that can change the orbital angular

momentum of the remnant star is needed. Two-body relaxation process operating in the host star

cluster of the MBH can gradually modify the orbital angular momentum of every member stars,

potentially decreasing the rp of the remnant star. However, it is also possible that rp increases when

the remnant star return to the pericenter. Besides, for a star deeply buried in the gravitational

potential well of the SMBH, two-body relaxation process becomes extremely inefficient in altering

the orbital angular momentum within one orbital period, because the relaxation timescale is many

orders of magnitude longer than the orbital period. Hence, it is not likely that the brighter second

flare is driven by the dynamical increase of β.

The process of PTDE resembles the fast mass transfer on dynamic timescales between binary stars,

which could be treated as an adiabatic process (Hjellming & Webbink 1987; Dai et al. 2013; Ge

et al. 2015). In this process, the stellar radius shrinks as long as the removed layer is outside of the

stellar core; otherwise, an expansion in stellar radius will ensue. This behavior is also observed by

Liu+2024, who utilized the stellar evolution code MESA (Paxton et al. 2011) to examine the response
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of star to adiabatic mass stripping (the mass is taken away by enhanced stellar wind). However,

the picture becomes completely different, when tidal energy injection is considered. In the numerical

simulations of Liu et al. (2024a), a solar type star experienced repeatedly partial disruption by the

MBH, with various of initial β values. The tidal forces from the black hole induce oscillation in

the remnant star (Manukian et al. 2013; Chen et al. 2024; Liu et al. 2024a; Sharma et al. 2024).

The energy stored in the oscillation modes shall eventually dissipate into thermal energy inside the

star (Kumar & Goodman 1996). If the injected thermal energy can not be radiated away within

one orbital period, the remnant star will experience expansion in radius and decrease in the mean

density (Podsiadlowski 1996), making the star more vulnerable to tidal disruption. If the stellar

radius of the remnant star expands after the first PTDE, then the next PTDE can exhibit brighter

flare: β increases with the stellar radius, hence the second disruption is more violent than the first

one. Liu et al. (2024a) claimed that their findings might be responsible for the light curve of AT

2020vdq.

Bandopadhyay et al. (2024) simulated a termination-age-main-sequence (TAMS) star being par-

tially disrupted on grazing orbit around the MBH repeatedly, and found the stripped mass ∆m∗

decreases in the successive PTDEs, which is attributed to the influence of the compact stellar core.

However, the peak mass fallback rates (∼ ∆m∗/tpeak) are almost constant, because the effect of de-

creasing ∆m∗ is roughly canceled out by the shortening of tpeak, which is caused by the spinning up

of the remnant star (the other effect of spin is discussed in Section 4.2). Unfortunately, they did not

study the repeated PTDE of TAMS star with higher β. Bandopadhyay et al. (2024) also studied the

case of ZAMS star, the situation is a little bit complicated: on grazing orbit, the ∆m∗ increases in

the successive PTDEs; on the contrary, if the star has experienced a significant mass loss in the first

PTDE, then the mass fallback rate of the second one would be lower.

Finally, we note that the model of Liu et al. (2024a) have difficulty in reproducing the light curve

of progressively dimming PTDEs, like the two targets presented in this work. While in the work of

Bandopadhyay et al. (2024), only ZAMS star could produce both types of repeated PTDEs (either

brighter or dimmer second flare, depending on initial β).
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4.2. Time separation between the consecutive flares

The time interval between the consecutive flares is primarily determined by the initial orbital period.

So far, we have only taken into account the orbital energy variation induced by the PTDE process

(Section 2.3). However, there are other possible mechanisms that could also affect the time of the

subsequent flares. In the following, we make a brief discussion on these mechanisms.

First, two-body relaxation process, despite of altering the orbital angular momentum, could also

alter the orbital energy and period of the remnant star orbiting around the MBH. In the previous

section, we mentioned that the orbital angular momentum variation caused by two-body relaxation

process is negligible, based on timescale argument. The energy relaxation timescale is even longer

than the angular momentum relaxation timescale (Bahcall & Wolf 1976; Cohn & Kulsrud 1978).

Therefore, we can safely ignore the orbital energy variation caused by two-body relaxation process

from our modeling.

Second, the mass fallback rate measured from GRR2013 are all based on non-spinning stars. How-

ever, the spin of the (remnant) star can also alter the mass fallback rate. Golightly et al. (2019)

studied the full disruption of spinning star, and found the tidal radius depends on the stellar spin:

comparing to a non-spinning star, a spinning star on a prograde orbit (spin angular momentum is

parallel to the orbital angular momentum) has larger tidal radius, while a retrograde orbit (spin

angular momentum is anti-parallel to the orbital angular momentum) reduces the tidal radius. Ban-

dopadhyay et al. (2024) extended the work of Golightly et al. (2019) to repeated PTDEs, starting

from a non-spinning star. The tidal torque from the central MBH induced spin angular momentum

to the remnant star (Ryu et al. 2020; Sharma et al. 2024). Consequently, Bandopadhyay et al. (2024)

found that the spin of the remnant star increases with the number of PTDEs, which causes the

tpeak of the mass fallback becoming shorter in the subsequent PTDEs. This effect could reduce the

time interval between the two flares, if all the other parameters are kept the same. In this case, our

model actually underestimates Porb,0, because a larger Porb,0 is needed to reproduce the observed time

interval.
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Another issue is that, the star involved the first PTDE might also possess high spin. The star

capable of producing short period repeated PTDEs is generated by the Hills mechanism. After the

tidal break up of the binary star, one star becomes tightly bound to the MBH, while the other one

is ejected. The orbital period of the bound star is determined by the initial orbital period of the

binary system (Pfahl 2005; Cufari et al. 2022). To place a star on an orbital period of a few hundred

days via Hills mechanism, the semi-major axis of the binary system must be very small. Consider an

extreme case, where a binary system consists of two 1M⊙ stars with semi-major axis ab = 0.005 AU,

is tidally broke up by a 106M⊙ MBH, the orbital period Porb,0 of the bound star is about 80 days

(using equation 4 of Pfahl (2005)). Note in this extreme case, ab ≃ 1R⊙, the two stars are almost

tidally locked (spin period of the member star equals to the orbital period of the binary). Then the

angular velocity of the bound star (Ω = 3.98 × 10−4 rad/s) is a significant fraction of its break-up

spin (Ωbr =
√

GM⊙/R3
⊙ ≃ 6.27 × 10−4 rad/s). For less extreme cases (longer Porb,0), the Ω value

is lower, but may still change the mass fallback rate significantly. Unfortunately, a quantitatively

assessment of the impact on the fitting results is currently unfeasible. There is no systematic study

that simulates a grid of models with different stellar spin parameters (amplitude and orientation)

and provides the mass fallback rate templates, therefore we cannot incorporate the effect of stellar

spin into our model. We defer this issue to the future work.

4.3. Radiation Model

In our light curve modeling, we use the same η, Rph,0, l and tvisc for both flares (c.f. equation 13

and 16), for the purpose of reducing the number of fitting parameters (currently 10 parameters) so

that the fitting procedure could quickly converge. But there is no physical reason for this treatment.

From the observational perspective, in the case of AT 2022dbl, Lin et al. (2024) found that the

spectrum of the two flares are highly similar in the broad Hα emission line, ∼ 4400 − 5200Å and

∼ 4100Å features. This indicates not only the two flares are produced by the same star (with

the same chemical composition), but also the underlying radiation mechanism that generate these

emission lines should be the same. Hence we think our treatment is acceptable, at least for AT

2022dbl.
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The next issue is related to the radiation model itself. The luminosity-dependent photosphere

implemented in MOSFiT and here is a phenomenological model. The late-time flattening of the

AT 2022dbl light curve is not captured by the currently adopted model (Figure 4), but could be

reproduced by accretion disk model (Mummery et al. 2024). Our next step is to implement the

accretion disk + reprocessing layer (AD+RL) model (Kovács-Stermeczky & Vinkó 2023a; Guillochon

et al. 2014) into our fitting code. In this model, an slim accretion disk is the source of UV and X-

ray photons. During the super-Eddington phase, the wind launched from the accretion disk serves

as the reprocessing layer that converts the high energy photons into optical photons (Strubbe &

Quataert 2009). In the late stage of the mass fallback, the accretion rate falls below the Eddington

accretion rate, the disk wind is ceased and a bare accretion disk gradually exposed to the observer,

which is responsible for the late-time plateau. The AD+RL model could also provide the ability

of simultaneously fitting the X-ray and optical light curve, see for example the SED generated by

Guillochon et al. (2014) (their figure 9).

5. SUMMARY

In this work we develop a light curve model for the re-brightening TDEs, based on the scenario

that the two consecutive flares are made by repeating PTDEs of the same star. Compared to the

existing light curve fitting codes, we have the following updates in the modeling:

1. The star capable of producing repeated PTDEs moves on an eccentric orbit around the central

MBH. The mass fallback rate from an eccentric disruption is obtained by shifting the debris

enengy distribution dm/dϵ of parabolic disruption, towards the negative ϵ direction (equa-

tion 8).

2. We calculated the variation of ϵorb after every PTDE based on the formulae of Chen et al. (2024).

Since ϵorb is an important quantity that determines both the time and the mass fallback rate

of the next disruption, this step is necessary in accurately modeling the light curve.

3. We fit the two flares in the re-brightening TDEs simultaneously, while the existing code could

only handle one flare. We note that during the second flare, there is still some contribution
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from the first flare (Fig. 2). Our approach (see equation 14) could model the second flare more

accurately.

As a demonstration, the light curves of two TDEs that have re-brightening feature (AT 2022dbl and

AT 2023adr) are well reproduced by our fitting code. From these fittings, we obtained the physical

parameters of our interests (MBH, m∗, β, e) for these two targets.

Zhong et al. (2023) have analytically derived the β and e distribution of TDEs occurred in a

spherical galactic nuclei. They found that the TDEs are located in a restricted region in the e-β

parameter space (see Fig. 8 of Zhong et al. (2023)), whose boundary is determined by the density

and velocity dispersion profile of the galactic nuclei. Therefore, extracting the information of β and e

from the TDE light curve and comparing with the theoretical expectations, could provide constraint

on the dynamical state of the TDE host galactic nuclei.

Our model is primarily designed for the re-brightening TDEs, it can also be applied to the single-

flare TDEs. The star that give rise to single-flare TDE may have a different origin than the re-

brightening TDE. As mentioned in Section 1, in almost all the previous studies, the orbital eccentricity

e of the disrupted star is fixed at unity. Hayasaki et al. (2018) have tested this assumption using

direct N -body simulations, and found that only a tiny fraction of the TDEs having e = 1, while

most of TDEs are marginally eccentric or marginally hyperbolic (see their Table 2). Although the

deviation of e from unity is very small (typically order of 10−3), it could already causes significant

deviation in the mass fallback rate due to the large mass ratio q between the MBH and the disrupted

star (see equation 9). Hence, one should consider the non-parabolic disruptions when modeling the

TDE light curves, and our fitting code is already capable of handling the non-parabolic disruptions.

Besides, by analyzing the light curve of TDEs that only show single-flare up to date, we could hunt

for the candidates that are capable of producing a second flare, which is an ongoing work in our

group. For these candidates, we could also predict the time and brightness of the next flare (like we

did in Section 3.1), so that the observers could get prepared in advance.
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PASP, 135, 034102,

doi: 10.1088/1538-3873/acb9bb

—. 2023b, PASP, 135, 104102,

doi: 10.1088/1538-3873/acf8f8

Kumar, P., & Goodman, J. 1996, ApJ, 466, 946,

doi: 10.1086/177565

Lin, Z., Jiang, N., Wang, T., et al. 2024, ApJL,

971, L26, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ad638e

Liu, C., Mockler, B., Ramirez-Ruiz, E., et al.

2023a, ApJ, 944, 184,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acafe1

Liu, C., Yarza, R., & Ramirez-Ruiz, E. 2024a,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2406.01670,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2406.01670

Liu, Z., Malyali, A., Krumpe, M., et al. 2023b,

A&A, 669, A75,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202244805

Liu, Z., Ryu, T., Goodwin, A. J., et al. 2024b,

A&A, 683, L13,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202348682

Llamas Lanza, M., Quintin, E., Russeil, E., et al.

2024, Transient Name Server AstroNote, 178, 1

Malyali, A., Liu, Z., Rau, A., et al. 2023, MNRAS,

520, 3549, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad022

Mandel, I., & Levin, Y. 2015, ApJL, 805, L4,

doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/805/1/L4

Manukian, H., Guillochon, J., Ramirez-Ruiz, E.,

& O’Leary, R. M. 2013, ApJL, 771, L28,

doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/771/2/L28

http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/783/1/23
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aab761
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/767/1/25
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-023-02178-4
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aca283
http://doi.org/10.1088/1674-4527/ac5800
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt871
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aab0a5
http://doi.org/10.1038/331687a0
http://doi.org/10.1086/165412
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad319f
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab042c
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaf6b2
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-082708-101811
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/acb9bb
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/acf8f8
http://doi.org/10.1086/177565
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ad638e
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/acafe1
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.01670
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202244805
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202348682
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad022
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/805/1/L4
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/771/2/L28


29

Miniutti, G., Saxton, R. D., Giustini, M., et al.

2019, Nature, 573, 381,

doi: 10.1038/s41586-019-1556-x

Mockler, B., Guillochon, J., & Ramirez-Ruiz, E.

2019, ApJ, 872, 151,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab010f

Mockler, B., & Ramirez-Ruiz, E. 2021, ApJ, 906,

101, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abc955

Mummery, A., & Balbus, S. A. 2020, MNRAS,

492, 5655, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa192

Mummery, A., van Velzen, S., Nathan, E., et al.

2024, MNRAS, 527, 2452,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stad3001

Nicholl, M., Wevers, T., Oates, S. R., et al. 2020,

MNRAS, 499, 482, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa2824

Park, G., & Hayasaki, K. 2020, ApJ, 900, 3,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab9ebb

Paxton, B., Bildsten, L., Dotter, A., et al. 2011,

ApJS, 192, 3, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/192/1/3

Payne, A. V., Shappee, B. J., Hinkle, J. T., et al.

2021, ApJ, 910, 125,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abe38d

Pfahl, E. 2005, ApJ, 626, 849, doi: 10.1086/430167

Podsiadlowski, P. 1996, MNRAS, 279, 1104,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/279.4.1104

Rees, M. J. 1988, Nature, 333, 523,

doi: 10.1038/333523a0

Ryu, T., Krolik, J., Piran, T., & Noble, S. C. 2020,

ApJ, 904, 100, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abb3ce

Schlafly, E. F., & Finkbeiner, D. P. 2011, ApJ,

737, 103, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/737/2/103

Sharma, M., Price, D. J., & Heger, A. 2024,

MNRAS, 532, 89, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stae1455

Somalwar, J. J., Ravi, V., Yao, Y., et al. 2023,

arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2310.03782,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2310.03782

Strubbe, L. E., & Quataert, E. 2009, MNRAS,

400, 2070,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15599.x

Sun, L., Jiang, N., Dou, L., et al. 2024, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2410.09720,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2410.09720

Tout, C. A., Pols, O. R., Eggleton, P. P., & Han,

Z. 1996, MNRAS, 281, 257,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/281.1.257

van Velzen, S., Stone, N. C., Metzger, B. D., et al.

2019, ApJ, 878, 82,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab1844

van Velzen, S., Gezari, S., Hammerstein, E., et al.

2021, ApJ, 908, 4,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abc258

Veres, P. M., Franckowiak, A., van Velzen, S.,

et al. 2024, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2408.17419,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2408.17419

Wang, M., Yin, J., Ma, Y., & Wu, Q. 2022, ApJ,

933, 225, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac75e6

Wang, T., Liu, G., Cai, Z., et al. 2023, Science

China Physics, Mechanics, and Astronomy, 66,

109512, doi: 10.1007/s11433-023-2197-5

Wang, Y., Wang, T., Jiang, N., et al. 2024, ApJ,

966, 136, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad2ae4

http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1556-x
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab010f
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abc955
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa192
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stad3001
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2824
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab9ebb
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/192/1/3
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abe38d
http://doi.org/10.1086/430167
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/279.4.1104
http://doi.org/10.1038/333523a0
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abb3ce
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/737/2/103
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stae1455
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2310.03782
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2009.15599.x
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2410.09720
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/281.1.257
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab1844
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abc258
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2408.17419
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac75e6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11433-023-2197-5
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad2ae4


30

Wevers, T., Coughlin, E. R., Pasham, D. R., et al.

2023, ApJL, 942, L33,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac9f36

Yao, Y., Ravi, V., Gezari, S., et al. 2023, ApJL,

955, L6, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/acf216

Zhong, S., Hayasaki, K., Li, S., Berczik, P., &

Spurzem, R. 2023, ApJ, 959, 19,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad0122

Zhou, Z. Q., Liu, F. K., Komossa, S., et al. 2021,

ApJ, 907, 77, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/abcccb

http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac9f36
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/acf216
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad0122
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/abcccb

	Introduction
	Model
	The mass fallback rate of e=1 disruption
	The mass fallback rate of e<1 disruption
	Variation of the orbital energy of the remnant star
	The composite mass fallback rate
	Multi-band Light Curve Modeling

	Apply our model to the re-brightening TDEs
	Forecast the next flare

	Discussion
	Relative brightness of the consecutive flares
	Time separation between the consecutive flares
	Radiation Model

	Summary

