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ABSTRACT
We report the results of a rapid follow-up campaign on the Type IIb Supernova (SN) 2022hnt. We present

a daily, multi-band, photometric follow-up using the Las Cumbres Observatory, the Zwicky Transient Facility,
the orbiting Swift observatory, and the Asteroid Terrestrial-impact Last Alert System (ATLAS). A distinctive
feature in the light curve of SN 2022hnt and other IIb SNe is an early narrow peak prior to the 56Ni peak caused
by rapid shock cooling of the hydrogen envelope, which can serve as an important probe of the properties of the
massive progenitor star in the moments before explosion. Using SN 2022hnt as a case study, we demonstrate a
framework of considerations for the application of shock cooling models to type IIb SNe, outlining a consistent
procedure for future surveys of Type IIb SNe progenitor and explosion properties. We fit several recent models of
shock-cooling emission and obtain progenitor radii between ∼ 50 and ∼ 100 R⊙, as well as hydrogen-enriched
envelope masses between ∼ 0.01 and ∼ 0.1 M⊙, both consistent with values for other IIb SNe. One of these
models is the model of Morag et al. (2023), marking the first time this model has been applied to a Type IIb SN.
We evaluate contrasting predictions between shock-cooling models to construct a fiducial parameter set which
can be used for comparison to other SNe. Finally, we investigate the possibility of extended wind breakout or
precursor emission captured in the earliest detections.

Keywords: Galaxy: lorem-ipsum

1. INTRODUCTION
Type IIb supernovae (SNe IIb) represent a subclass of core-

collapse supernovae characterized by the presence of hydro-
gen lines in their early spectra, which subsequently disappear
(Woosley et al. 1994; Filippenko 1997). They are believed
to originate from massive stars that have shed a substantial
portion of their outer envelopes (e.g., Sravan et al. 2019; and
references therein). This extensive mass loss prior to ex-
plosion results in the removal of most, but not all, of the
hydrogen-rich material in the progenitor’s outer shell. The
mass loss mechanism in Type IIb SNe progenitors is not well-
understood, but is thought to occur via multiple channels
as a result of stellar wind stripping, accretion onto a binary
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companion, or rotation effects (Smith 2014; Ouchi & Maeda
2017). Observational and theoretical studies suggest that SNe
IIb may arise from a variety of progenitor scenarios, includ-
ing single massive stars and binary systems (e.g., Claeys et al.
2011; Benvenuto et al. 2013; Smartt 2015; Van Dyk 2017;
Modjaz et al. 2019; Niu et al. 2024). The diversity of pro-
genitor and mass-loss channels for Type IIb SNe make them a
useful probe of the characteristics of near-death massive stars.
This population of stars plays an important role in the evolu-
tion of galaxies and the metal enrichment of the interstellar
medium (Andrews et al. 2017). Ongoing studies continue to
refine our understanding of the progenitor systems and ex-
plosion mechanisms of SNe IIb, contributing to our broader
comprehension of stellar evolution and supernova diversity.

Many Type IIb supernovae have a characteristic “double-
peak” in their early light curves, presenting as a sharp rise
within a few days of explosion followed by a rapid (∼ hours-
days) dimming, and then a gradual (∼ weeks) re-brightening
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to a second peak before experiencing a final, long-lasting (∼
months) decay (e.g., Richmond et al. 1994; Arcavi et al. 2011;
Kumar et al. 2013; Bufano et al. 2014; Morales-Garoffolo
et al. 2014; Fremling et al. 2019; Armstrong et al. 2021;
Pellegrino et al. 2023). The secondary peak, similar in ap-
pearance and duration to those found in Type Ib/c SNe, is
attributed to luminosity generated from the decay of nickel
synthesized in the supernova explosion (Arnett 1980). By
contrast, the initial sharp rise to peak and subsequent rapid
decay is attributed to the emission generated by the supernova
shock heating and then cooling (by expansion) the extended
envelope of the progenitor (Soderberg et al. 2012). Due to
the short timescale and very early occurrence of the shock-
cooling peak, it has only been observed in detail in a small
number of previous objects (e.g., Arcavi et al. 2017; Arm-
strong et al. 2021; Pellegrino et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2023).

Analytical calculations of the behavior of the extended pro-
genitor envelope following deposition of the supernova energy
predict a dependence on both the properties of the progeni-
tor and explosion (Rabinak & Waxman 2011; Nakar & Piro
2014). This dependence makes analytical modeling of the
shock-cooling light curve a powerful and effective probe for
the stellar properties of the progenitor prior to explosion, even
providing clues about the mass-loss history of the progeni-
tor (see e.g., Zimmerman et al. 2024). The shock-cooling
modeling approach has been used to create a small sample of
progenitor estimates for supernovae on a case-by-case basis
(see e.g., Arcavi et al. 2017; Armstrong et al. 2021; Pellegrino
et al. 2023), but larger surveys with a consistent model appli-
cation are needed to properly probe the space of progenitor
channels and mass-loss modes.

In the last decade, multiple models for shock-cooling emis-
sion have been presented and tested on applicable supernova
events. Piro (2015) built on the earlier work of Nakar & Piro
(2014) to model the shock-cooling behavior pre- and post-
peak. Piro et al. (2021) then extended Piro (2015) to include
a two-zone model of variable power-law density in order to
better model early shock-cooling emission behavior observed
in several supernovae. Unlike Piro (2015), which did not
assume a specific polytropic structure for the stellar model,
other approaches (e.g., Sapir & Waxman (2017)) assume a
polytropic density profile and calibrate analytically derived
expressions using numerical models. A more recent model
(Morag et al. 2023) interpolated between the solutions of
Sapir & Waxman (2017) and the previously developed Sapir
et al. (2013) model, resulting in an earlier validity than ex-
isting models. As the model of Morag et al. (2023) is not
calibrated specifically for Type IIb SNe and has never been
applied to a Type IIb SN, the question of whether such a
model can be applied to Type IIb SNe to take advantage of
early-time data is of great interest.

Here, we present early-time observations of the Type IIb
SN 2022hnt coupled with a dense, multi-band, months-long
follow-up campaign. We take advantage of the exception-
ally early constraint on the shock-cooling rise of the light
curve and infer the progenitor properties of the system us-
ing a variety of analytical shock-cooling models. Using SN

2022hnt as an example, we seek to present a framework for
consistent shock-cooling model application to Type IIb SNe,
taking into account: (i) regimes of validity, (ii) robustness
of highly-constraining data points, (iii) temperature evolution
uncertainties, (iv) intra- and inter-model variation, and (v)
fiducial parameter construction. The paper is organized as
follows. We provide a broad overview of our proposed mod-
eling framework in §2. Next, we apply the framework to the
new object, SN 2022hnt. We summarize the follow-up cam-
paign and resulting data and reduction steps in §3. In §4 we
characterize the spectral evolution of the transient over the
first five weeks. In §5, we characterize the light curve evo-
lution and choose shock-cooling models from the literature
to fit to the SN 2022hnt data. In §6, we report the results
of fits to the described models and compare and contrast the
inferred progenitor properties both in the context of different
model choices and different supernovae. Finally, in §7, we
summarize our results.

2. OVERVIEW OF THE FRAMEWORK
Here, we propose a framework of considerations for the

application of shock cooling models to Type IIb SNe. The
goal of this framework is to provide a consistent procedure
which maximizes the correctness and reliability of the result-
ing parameter estimates. The overall steps of this framework
are:

†1. Assess photometric and spectroscopic evolution of the
transient,

†2. Validate inference of shock cooling,

†3. Select models for parameter estimation,

†4. Compute and restrict data to regimes of model validity,

†5. Perform parameter estimates, varying model settings,

†6. Reject estimates based on a priori information, and

†7. Construct fiducial estimates from non-rejected models.

We expand on these items below.

Assess photometric and spectroscopic evolution of the tran-
sient, †1: In general, the parameters we seek to estimate from
models of shock cooling are: (i) the mass of the hydrogen-
rich envelope, (ii) the initial velocity of the radiation-mediated
shock, (iii) the radius of the progenitor star prior to explosion,
and (iv) the explosion epoch. Properties of the transient evolu-
tion can be used to develop expectations for these parameters,
which can in turn be used to reject models that are clearly in-
correct based on these expectations. For example, Hiramatsu
et al. (2021) showed that the hydrogen-rich envelope mass had
an effect on the early light curve, with more hydrogen result-
ing in a flatter light curve (the “short-plateau”). Additionally,
the presence of non-detections and other tight a priori con-
straints on the explosion epoch can provide a straightforward
validation of fits.
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Validate inference of shock cooling, †2: Models of shock
cooling are only applicable when the assumption of shock
cooling is itself valid. Alternative light curve drivers (e.g.,
wind breakout or other heating) can produce similar photo-
metric evolution while resulting in incorrect and misleading
fits as a result of the invalid cooling assumption. During
this step, photometry and spectra should be used to gauge the
temperature evolution of the transient. Data for shock cooling
modeling should be restricted exclusively to times when the
envelope is cooling, and in particular where the temperature
evolution falls off as T ∝ t−0.45, the nominal prediction of
shock cooling (Rabinak & Waxman 2011). If the envelope is
being heated e.g., due to a wind breakout, estimates and/or
upper limits can be placed on the extent of the wind and the
mass enclosed (see Zimmerman et al. (2024) for an overview,
or §5.1 for a demonstration on SN 2022hnt).

Select models for parameter estimation, †3: There are mul-
tiple models of shock cooling available, divided into two
classes: the Piro+ models (Nakar & Piro 2014; Piro 2015;
Piro et al. 2021) and the SW models (Rabinak & Waxman
2011; Sapir et al. 2013; Sapir & Waxman 2017; Morag et al.
2023). The two model classes differ substantially in assump-
tions, implementation, and calibration; as a result, we recom-
mend fitting at least one model from each class when possible
for cross-model validation of parameter estimates. Generally,
each model iteration improved upon the last, making it only
necessary to fit the newest iteration. For example, Piro et al.
(2021) extended Piro (2015) from a one-zone to a two-zone
model, while Morag et al. (2023) extended Sapir & Waxman
(2017) to describe the spherical phase of the ejecta expansion.
However, we recommend fitting previous model iterations if:
(i) a model is so new that it has not been yet well established,
making a comparison to previous iterations a useful sanity
check, or (ii) when comparing parameter estimates to other
objects in the literature which have used the previous model
for analysis.

Compute and restrict data to regimes of model validity, †4:
Performing fits using a model that is not valid for particular
data points will lead to erroneous and possibly misleading
parameter estimates. Once a suite of models have been se-
lected, the data selection must be tailored to the regimes of
validity for each model. This consideration is particularly
important when fitting a model which has been calibrated for
one object class (e.g., Type II SNe) to another object class
(e.g., Type IIb SNe). Some models provide analytic validity
timescales which vary with the model parameters. These va-
lidity timescales should be implemented in the fitting routine,
so that no iteration of the fit extends the model beyond its
regimes of validity.

Perform parameter estimates, varying model settings, †5:
Many models have a priori assumptions (e.g., polytropic in-
dex, emission suppression, etc.) which can be varied, result-
ing in different parameter estimates. The spread of values
resulting from varying model assumptions will help charac-

terize the true robustness of the final parameter estimates in
a more comprehensive way than an uncertainty from a single
fit would.

Reject estimates based on a priori information, †6: Using the
expectations set in †1, incorrect or clearly erroneous model
fits can be rejected to improve the accuracy and robustness
of the fiducial parameter set. For example, a model which
predicts an envelope mass ≫ 5M⊙ can be discounted if the
light curve shows a prominent double peak, based on the
results of (Hiramatsu et al. 2021; Fig. 5). Similarly, fits
which suggest a very early explosion epoch can be rejected if
the estimated explosion epoch is incompatible with the light
curve (e.g., there are multiple robust non-detections after the
modeled explosion epoch).

Construct fiducial estimates from non-rejected models, †7:
The result of the previous steps is a curated set of parameter
estimates from a variety of model classes and a priori as-
sumptions, probing both the uncertainty in the data and the
uncertainties of the model assumptions. Construct a fiducial
estimate using a method which incorporates both the varia-
tion of the parameter estimates and the cross-model parameter
spread into a single estimate and uncertainty (e.g., a weighted
mean and uncertainty).

3. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA
SN 2022hnt was discovered at g-band magnitude 18.1 by

the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF) on April 14, 2022 (Bruch
et al. 2022). Here, we present a summary of the follow-up
campaign organized by ZTF, our own follow-up campaign
using Las Cumbres Observatory (LCO) via the Global Su-
pernova Project (GSP), early detections by ATLAS (ATLAS;
Tonry et al. 2018), and publicly-available ultraviolet (UVOT)
observations from Swift (Gehrels et al. 2004).

SN 2022hnt was detected at right ascension (R.A.)
11:36:59.751 and declination (decl) +55:09:50.26 in the
young spiral galaxy NGC 3759A. An image of the object
composed of stacked LCO exposures from ∼ 2 days post-
explosion is shown in Figure 1. The object was classified as
a Type IIb SNe at redshift z ∼ 0.0192 in the Transient Name
Server (TNS) using a spectrum obtained by the Spectral En-
ergy Distribution Machine (SEDm) instrument mounted on
the 1.5m Palomar telescope operated by ZTF (Bruch et al.
2022). Based on this redshift, and the distance to the host re-
ported in the NASA Extragalactic Database (NED), we adopt
a distance of 84 Mpc to the supernova. From the Schlafly
& Finkbeiner (2011) dust map, we adopt an extinction along
the line-of-sight to SN 2022hnt of E(B−V)MW ∼ 0.0130
mag. All light curve and photometric data presented in this
paper are corrected using this extinction assumption.

LCO is a global robotically-enabled network of telescopes
ranging from 0.4m to 2m designed for rapid follow-up of ac-
tive transients, as part of the GSP. We organized an intense
follow-up campaign within 24 hours of discovery. Photo-
metric observations in the U , B, V , g, r, and i bands were
made using the 1m and 2m telescopes in the network. We
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Figure 1. An image of SN 2022hnt ∼2 days after explosion. This image was made by stacking 80 minutes of LCO exposures in U, V, B, g, r
and i bands. Colors are inverted to more clearly show the host and supernova.

reduced all LCO data using the lcogtsnpipe photometric
reduction pipeline, which incorporates point-spread-function
fitting and color term calculation prior to extraction and mag-
nitude measurement (Valenti et al. 2016). We calibrated pho-
tometric observations in theU , B, and V bands to the Landolt
standard fields, which uses Vega magnitudes (Landolt 2009).
Observations in all other bands were calibrated to the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) catalog, which uses AB magni-
tudes (Smith et al. 2002). Though the supernova was detected
in close proximity to its host, the apparent magnitude of the
host spiral arms is relatively low, and as a result, host subtrac-
tion was not required for the first 150 days of the observation.

In addition to photometry, we also used LCO to monitor
the spectroscopic evolution of SN 2022hnt. We obtained five
spectra between day 5 and day 35 using the FLOYDS spectro-
graph mounted on the 2m telescope at Haleakala Observatory.
The FLOYDS spectrograph covers wavelengths from 350 nm
to 1 micron. To process the data, we employed the special-
ized LCO floydsspec pipeline, which handles cosmic ray
flagging, spectrum extraction, and calibration (Valenti 2016).
The spectroscopic observations were used to estimate extinc-
tion due to the host, following the Na I D equivalent width
method described in (Poznanski et al. 2012). We estimate
host extinction of E(B − V)host ∼ 0.0109 mag. We apply
this extinction correction globally to all photometry collected
on SN 2022hnt.

As part of the LCO follow-up campaign, we triggered the
Ultraviolet and Optical Telescope instrument on the Swift ob-
servatory (Gehrels et al. 2004). We obtained several epochs
of UV photometry spanning the first few weeks of the super-
nova evolution. The reduction of the ultraviolet photometry

was performed using the Swift Optical and Ultraviolet Su-
pernova Archive (SOUSA) pipeline, with the most up-to-date
zero points and calibrated sensitivity (Breeveld et al. 2011).

ATLAS is a robotically-controlled set of two 0.5m survey
telescopes located in Hawaii, on Mauna Loa and Haleakala
(Tonry et al. 2018). ATLAS performed multiple observations
of SN 2022hnt over a period of 90 days during the explosion,
including a ∼ 3σ detection prior to the first peak, which
tightly constrains the rise time of the supernova. We discuss
vetting of this detection in §3.1. The ATLAS photometry was
obtained in the custom ATLAS “orange” (o-band) filter. Pho-
tometry was reduced using the proprietary ATLAS pipeline
with calibration to the Pan-STARRS catalog.

ZTF is a wide-field, nightly astronomical transient survey
camera mounted on the 48-inch Palomar Observatory robotic
telescope (Bellm et al. 2019). ZTF initially discovered the
object and reported non-detections down to g-band 20th mag-
nitude within hours of the first detection (Bruch et al. 2022).
We incorporate the publicly available ZTF detections between
April 2, 2022 and June 19, 2022 into our dataset. Subtrac-
tions are automatically performed using previous template
images collected by the ZTF survey. Spectra for SN 2022hnt
reported by ZTF were obtained via the SEDm on the 60-inch
telescope at Palomar Observatory and downloaded from TNS.
The SEDm is a low-resolution (R ∼ 100) spectrograph and
reports flux on a wavelength range from ∼ 350 nm to ∼ 900
nm (Masci et al. 2023).

A compilation of all the photometry data described above is
presented in Figure 2. A compilation of all spectra described
above is presented in Figure 4.



SN 2022hnt Shock Cooling 5

0 20 40 60 80
Time since first detection (days)

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

22.5

25.0

A
p
p
ar

en
t 

m
ag

n
it

u
d
e 

+
 o

ff
se

t

Swift
ZTF
ATLAS
LCO
UVM2 - 10

UVM1 - 9
UVW2 - 8
UVW1 - 7
U - 5
B - 3.7

g - 2
V - 0.3
o + 1.5
r + 3.5
i + 5

27.5

25.0

22.5

20.0

17.5

15.0

12.5

10.0

A
b
solu

te m
agn

itu
d
e +

 offset

Figure 2. A compilation of the photometric data collected on SN 2022hnt by LCO, ZTF, Swift, and ATLAS follow-up programs. Apparent and
absolute magnitudes are shown offset arbitrarily to improve visibility. The ATLAS detection constraining the rise is indicated with an arrow.
Error bars represent uncertainties of one standard deviation.

3.1. Examination of the earliest ATLAS detection
The earliest ATLAS detection at tAT = 59681.4 (“AT”

= “ATLAS”) requires more scrutiny than the remainder of
the dataset for two reasons: (i) the relatively low confidence
of the detection and (ii) the impact of very early emission
being probed with a robust detection. Unlike the remainder
of the ATLAS detections, the highest-SNR raw detection
reported by ATLAS at tAT is a 2σ detection (measurement of
66 ± 33 µJy). Given the proximity to the first unambiguous
detections of the transient, the tAT detection, if non-spurious,
would play a significant role in constraining models of the
light curve.

The observations reported by ATLAS at tAT consist of three
exposures, acquired within 15 minutes of each other. Two
exposures are ∼ 1σ and the third is an exactly 2σ detection.
To evaluate, we use the tool ATclean (Rest et al. 2024) to
perform cuts based on eight control epochs, drawn from a
circular region around the transient location (see Rest et al.
2024; for further details on the procedure). An example
subset of the control epochs is shown in Figure 3. All three
data points exceed the minimum constraints required to be
considered real; namely, all three points have uncertainty
< 160 µJy and a PSF fit χ2 < 20.

Next, we seek to improve our understanding of the emission
captured at tAT. We stack all three intranight exposures at
this epoch using the given uncertainties and produce a co-
added measure of the photometry, which results in a slight

increase of the confidence from 2σ to 2.1σ. However, we
suggest that the ATLAS error bar may be a mild overestimate
of the uncertainty present in the measurement. Examining
the no-flux control curves after applying the cuts described
above, we note that 2σ measurements appear ≪ 5% of the
time, less than would be expected for a true 2σ measurement.
Additionally, the spread associated with no flux in the control
curves is ∼ ±26 µJy, smaller than the errors reported by all
three observations acquired at tAT. Both these effects are
visualized using a subset of the control curves in Figure 3. If
we apply this estimate of the uncertainty to the observations
at tAT, it expands the co-added significance to ∼ 2.7σ. While
this confidence does not make the measurement highly robust,
we choose to include it with caution in the analysis based on
the above discussion and the proximity of the detection to the
transient.

4. EVOLUTION OF THE TRANSIENT
4.1. Spectral evolution

The earliest LCO spectrum of SN 2022hnt was taken within
one week of the estimated explosion date. Over the next ∼ 5
weeks, we recorded a spectrum of the transient once every
∼ 1 week, for a total of 5 spectra covering the first month of
the evolution of the supernova. An additional ZTF spectrum
was taken during the first 24 hours post-discovery (Bruch
et al. 2022). The complete spectral evolution of SN 2022hnt
(LCO+ZTF) is shown in Figure 4. The spectral evolution is
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Figure 3. Example subset of the ATLAS control curves used to
assess the validity of earliest ATLAS detection. The earliest ATLAS
detection at tAT = 59861.4 has a 2σ error. Examining the control
curves, we find that 2σ detections (red) occur < 5% of the time, an
indication that the errorbar may be moderately conservative. The
intrinsic scatter of the measurements (≈ 26 µJy, darker blue shaded
region) is also lower than the tAT measurement errorbar (33 µJy)
would suggest. By co-adding all exposures at tAT and adopting the
26 µJy errorbar, we can increase the significance of the tAT detection
to 2.7σ.

broadly consistent at representative phases with other Type
IIb SNe such as SN 2016gkg, also shown in Figure 4.

The earliest spectrum (taken by ZTF, obtained from TNS)
show a largely featureless blackbody, typical for a IIb super-
nova in the earliest explosion stage. The high temperature
blue spectrum is consistent with a very hot fireball; spectral
lines will not begin to show until the ejecta have cooled down
considerably (Filippenko 1997). The spectrum is too low-
resolution to conclusively rule out flash features indicating
interaction with a circumstellar medium (CSM) as are some-
times found in Type II SNe in the few hours post-explosion
(e.g., Fassia et al. 2001; Yaron et al. 2017). We do not note
any such features in the SN 2022hnt spectra.

The next two spectra correspond to ∼ 1 week post-
explosion. At this stage, the ejecta have shock cooled and
several lines are beginning to develop. We identify the pres-
ence of a broad Hα bump in the day 6 spectrum which de-
velops into a clear P Cygni line profile as the line-of-sight
absorption becomes more prominent. Additionally, we note
the presence of Ca II, definitively by day 8 at 4000 and 9000
Å, and possibly but not definitively by day 6.

By day 13, the Hα has strengthened and the absorption
feature is more clear, almost equal in magnitude to the emis-
sion feature. A Mg I feature is clearly visible at ∼ 5500 Å.
This feature may have been present at day 8 as a weak bump,
but is a prominent emission line by day 13. Both the blue
and red Ca II lines have strengthened as well, particularly

the narrower Ca II doublet at ∼ 4000 Å. The Hα emission
is continuing to increase in intensity but is flattened by the
presence of an increasingly blueshifted He I P Cygni profile,
as is common for Type IIb SNe (Filippenko 1997; Matheson
et al. 2000; Pellegrino et al. 2023).

By day 27, the Hα P Cygni, Ca II lines, and Mg I are at
their maximum intensities achieved during our monitoring.
We note blueshifted He I absorption features coincident with
the Hα emission as well at ∼ 5800 Å. The blueshifted helium
emission originates from a more interior layer of the ejecta
and is an effective approximation of initial shock velocity in
the absence of emission profiles for more interior elements
(e.g., Fe III). To estimate the velocity of the He I absorption
lines, we fit a Gaussian profile to each feature and interpreted
the best-fit mean as the location of the feature. Though the
absorption line at ∼ 5800 Å is potentially coincident with
a nearby Na line, we noted that both the absorption feature
at ∼ 5800 Å and the He I absorption line coincident with
Hα evolved similarly, indicating either would be a suitable
choice to measure the He I velocity. We find a corresponding
line blueshift of ∼ 8790 km/s on both the stronger absorption
feature at ∼ 5800 Å and the absorption feature coincident
with the Hα P Cygni profile. We perform this fit for all days
on the stronger feature when visible and find a slight decrease
in velocity from ∼ 9000 km/s to ∼ 7000 km/s over the first
35 days of the explosion.

Following 27 days post-explosion, most emission and ab-
sorption features begin to decrease in intensity, particularly
the Hα feature, as is common for a hydrogen-stripped IIb
(Filippenko 1997).

4.2. Photometric evolution
The full photometric evolution of SN 2022hnt is shown in

Figure 2. This visualization includes all LCO photometry as
well as photometry obtained via ATLAS, ZTF, and Swift. The
early (t < 1 week) luminosity is almost entirely dominated
by the emission from shock cooling as the shocked envelope
expands (Soderberg et al. 2012). During these epochs, the
emission is blue and rapidly diminishing. The rise to the
first peak is constrained by an early sequence of serendipitous
ATLAS detections immediately prior to the peak of the shock
cooling emission. Due to the rise to peak being only ∼hours
in duration, it is extraordinarily difficult to organize and ex-
ecute follow-up campaigns which probe the behavior during
this phase. Thus, the presence of rigorous detections on the
rise represents an opportunity to test the effectiveness of exist-
ing shock cooling models at describing behavior during this
phase.

After the shock cooling phase, the emission in the explosion
is largely dominated by the decay of 56Ni synthesized during
the explosion into 56Co. The onset of this emission causes
a slower re-brightening of the object to a second peak ∼
1 month into the evolution of the transient (Arnett 1980).
The remainder of the light curve is dominated by this 56Ni
decay and further decays from 56Co →56Fe, which forms an
elongated “tail”.
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Figure 4. (left) The complete spectral evolution of SN 2022hnt (LCO, black; ZTF, gray) in rest wavelength. We highlight the following spectral
lines as dashed vertical lines: hydrogen (red), helium (blue), and Calcium II (purple). The gray dot-dashed line at ∼ 5700 Å shows He I
blueshifted by ∼ 8790 km/s. (right) A comparison of the spectra of 22hnt to another well-known IIb, SN 2016gkg, at two representative phases.
Dashed lines show the location of rest-frame hydrogen (red), helium (blue), and calcium (purple). Both spectra are shown in their rest frame
wavelength. The spectrum of SN 2022hnt is quite consistent with other objects in the Type IIb subclass.

In the following sections, we fit a series of physically-
motivated models to the shock-cooling phase of SN 2022hnt.
These models use the light curve behavior to directly measure
physical properties of the explosion, progenitor, and ejecta.

5. PHOTOMETRIC MODELING
In order to extract physical measurements from the data, we

fit several physically motivated, analytic models of the shock-
cooling light curve behavior. Of interest is assessing how the
various models agree and conflict, which can identify limi-
tations and inform which models may be most consistent for
making measurements on a sample of Type IIb supernovae.
Previous analyses reported significant disagreements in shock
cooling parameter estimates between different models (Pelle-
grino et al. 2023), as well as applications of the same model
with different initial assumptions (e.g., polytropic index; see
e.g., Arcavi et al. 2017). Additionally, shock cooling models
must be applied with careful attention to regimes of validity
in order to report conservative and accurate results (see e.g.,
Zimmerman et al. 2024; for a discussion).

To address these problems, we propose a framework for in-
corporating the most impactful considerations of shock cool-
ing into light curve modeling attempts, with the goal of pro-
ducing the most robust parameter estimates possible (see §2
for a full description). In §5.1, we discuss validation of the

shock cooling assumption and argue for the placement of up-
per limits on the configuration of a heating scenario if cooling
cannot be confirmed back to the explosion epoch. In Subsub-
section 5.2.1, Subsubsection 5.2.2, and Subsubsection 5.2.3,
we present the necessary information to fit several models
of shock cooling, with the intention of using consistency be-
tween the models to validate parameter inference. In §5.3,
we consider the mass, temperature, and transparency regimes
of validity for each model, which will be used to caveat the
reliability of fiducial parameter estimates. Finally, in §5.4,
we describe our fitting procedure and motivate variation of
pre-fitting considerations (e.g., model assumptions, selective
data exclusion, etc.), to better understand the robustness of
the parameter inference within the context of the individual
models.

5.1. Validation of shock cooling inference
The choice to fit models of shock cooling to the early time

emission must first be validated by ensuring that cooling is
in fact taking place. Heating mechanisms (e.g., wind break-
out, where the shock breaks out of an extended CSM beyond
the stellar surface) can produce similar light curves to shock
cooling but will produce erroneous fits due to the underlying
incorrect cooling assumption. We investigate the cooling as-
sumption by performing blackbody luminosity, temperature,
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Figure 5. Blackbody fits of temperature, radius, and luminosity to
the multicolor data of SN 2022hnt. Radial expansion is consistent
with a linear coasting phase; temperature shows a decline consistent
with the nominal prediction of shock cooling, a T ∝ t−0.45 power
law. The luminosity fits clearly reproduce the double peak charac-
teristic of Type IIb SNe.

and radius fits for each epoch with multicolor photometry.
The results of the blackbody fits are shown in Figure 5. The
bolometric luminosity shows a clear double peak, characteris-
tic of the Type IIb subclass. The blackbody temperature shows
monotonic decay well-approximated by a t−0.45 power-law,
the nominal theoretical prediction of shock cooling (Rabinak
& Waxman 2011). Finally, the radius grows linearly with
time, consistent with expected behavior as the supernova is
in the coasting phase of its expansion. The result of these fits
are consistent with a shock cooling phenomenon occurring
for least t ≳ 2 days, corresponding to the second epoch of
data and beyond.

The assessment of shock cooling, while valid for all data
points t ≳ 2 days, can not be as easily made for the earliest
data epoch (∼59681.3 MJD). Due to the spectrum of the su-
pernova likely peaking at UV wavelengths, a single o-band
measurement is insufficient to constrain the temperature at
this epoch. As a result, we cannot definitively determine

the temperature gradient at t < 2 days, which would con-
clusively confirm or rule out shock cooling. The worst-case
scenario, where the object temperature evolution is consistent
with heating due to wind breakout until t ∼ 2 days, places
an upper limit on the extent of the CSM Rbo being heated by
the shock. Following Zimmerman et al. (2024), we use the
relation Rbo ∼ trisevs, where trise ≲ 2 days is the maximum
possible rise time, and vs is the estimated shock velocity. We
estimate an upper limit on the extent of the CSM to be

Rbo ≲ 2500

(
trise

2 days

)(
vs

104 km/s

)
R⊙. (1)

This estimate for Rbo is consistent with (i.e., less than) the
earliest blackbody radius fits, Rbo ≲ 7000R⊙. We can sim-
ilarly upper bound the mass of the shocked CSM emitting
prior to breakout from the extended wind. Again following
Zimmerman et al. (2024), we approximate the characteristic
bolometric luminosity at breakout Lbo as the total amount
of kinetic energy deposited into the CSM, Lbo ∼ Mv2s/trise,
where M is the mass of the CSM interior to Rbo. We estimate
an upper limit on the mass contained as,

M ≲ 8.7

(
Lbo

1036 watts

)(
trise

2 days

)(
vs

104 km/s

)−2

10−4M⊙.

(2)
By simply adoptingRbo into a volume, we can estimate a char-
acteristic CSM density of M/R3

bo ∼ 3.3× 10−13 g cm−3.

5.2. Choice of shock cooling model
5.2.1. Sapir & Waxman (2017) Model

Sapir & Waxman (2017) addressed the emission generated
during t ≲ a few days post-explosion (when the luminosity
is primarily generated in the layers of the ejecta proximate to
the stellar surface), but also extended the model of Rabinak
& Waxman (2011) to t ≳ a few days post-explosion, when
the luminosity is generated in a ρ-profile dependent manner
from the innermost layers of the material.

The luminosity and resulting color temperature is depen-
dent on the assumed polytropic index n, which itself varies
depending on the assumed physical situation. For typical red
supergiant stars with convective envelopes, we assume a poly-
tropic index of n = 3/2. However, in stellar environments
dominated by a radiative envelope (e.g., blue supergiants), a
polytropic index of n = 3 is more appropriate. We modify
the final expression for the luminosity from Sapir & Waxman
(2017) to account for choice of polytropic index n and obtain

L(t) ∼ (1.88− 0.147[n− 3/2])× 1042×(
vs,8.5t

2

fρMκ0.34

)3×10−3−5.9×10−2n

×
v2s,8.5R13

κ0.34
×

exp

(
− [1.93nt− 1.23t][

19.5κ0.34Mev
−1
s,8.5

]0.5
)0.87−4.7×10−2n

erg s−1,

(3)
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where vs,8.5 is the velocity of the shock in units of
108.5 cm s−1, t is the phase of the supernova in days, M
is the total mass of the star (core Mc plus envelope Me) in
solar masses, κ0.34 is the opacity in units of 0.34 cm2 g−1,
R13 is the radius of the extended envelope of the progenitor
star Re in units of 1013 cm, and

fρ ∼

{
(Me/Mc)

0.5
n = 3/2

0.08 (Me/Mc) n = 3
. (4)

In order to fit multiband data such as that collected for SN
2022hnt, Sapir & Waxman (2017) also derived a color temper-
ature for the expanding photosphere as a function of time. We
transform the temperature expression similarly to Equation 3
and obtain

T (t) ∼ (2.14− 0.06n)× 104×(
v2s,8.5t

2

fρMκ0.34

)3.8×10−2−7.3×10−3n

× R0.25
13

κ0.25
0.34

t−0.5 K.

(5)

5.2.2. Piro et al. (2021) Model

The basic model of Piro (2015) was revisited and extended
in Piro et al. (2021). The extended model incorporated low-
mass extended material into a two-zone model with a broken
power law dependence. The two-zone model consists of an
outer region with a steep radial dependence for density and an
inner region with a shallow radial dependence. The behavior
was characterized before and after a time t ≈ td, correspond-
ing to the approximate time the diffusion reaches the boundary
between the inner and outer zones. We reproduce the analytic
expression for the luminosity t ≲ td as calculated in Piro et al.
(2021) here:

L(t) ≈ π(n− 1)

3(n− 5)

cRev
2
t

κ

(
td
t

)4/(n−2)

. (6)

After the diffusion reaches the zone boundary (i.e., t ≳ td)
the luminosity was derived by Piro et al. (2021) to be

L(t) = Υexp

[
−1

2

(
t2

t2d
− 1

)]
. (7)

In both of these expressions, n ≈ 10 is the steep power-law
dependence of the outer zone, Re is the radius of the extended
envelope, κ is the electron scattering opacity, t is the phase
of the supernova in days, Υ is a prefactor defined as

Υ =
π(n− 1)

3(n− 5)

cRev
2
t

κ
, (8)

and vt is the velocity at the zone boundary, defined as

vt =

[
(n− 5)(5− δ)

(n− 3)(3− δ)

]1/2(
2Ee

Me

)1/2

, (9)

where Me is the mass of the extended envelope, δ ≈ 0.1 is
the shallow radial dependence of the inner zone, and Ee is the
fraction of the total energy of the supernova deposited in the
extended material. We follow Piro et al. (2021) and choose

Ee ≈ 2× 1049E51

(
Mc

3M⊙

)−0.7(
Me

0.01M⊙

)0.7

erg, (10)

Given the luminosity derived above the assumed radius, we
use the Stefan-Boltzmann law and derive the following ex-
pression for the temperature as a function of supernova phase

T (t) =

[
L(t)

4πR2(t)σSB

]1/4
, (11)

where σSB is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant.

5.2.3. Morag et al. (2023) Model

Morag et al. (2023) treats the expansion of the supernova
ejecta in two phases: (i) a planar phase where the width of the
emitting region is δr ≪ R and is located at r ∼ R, and (ii)
a later, spherical phase where the emitting region is located
at r ≫ R. Previous works have presented exact and approx-
imate solutions for the luminosity and color temperature in
the planar and spherical phase, respectively (Rabinak & Wax-
man 2011; Katz et al. 2012). Morag et al. (2023) presents
an analytically-derived, numerically-calibrated interpolation
between the exact solution previously derived for the planar
phase and the approximate solution derived in Sapir & Wax-
man (2017) for the spherical phase of the expansion.

We reproduce the interpolation here. For simplicity, the
quantities in the interpolation are normalized to the time tbr
corresponding to the transition point between the planar and
the spherical phase. Morag et al. (2023) reported the lumi-
nosity for the planar phase as

L/Lbr = t̃−4/3 +A exp [− (at/ttr)
α
] t̃−0.17, (12)

where t̃ ≡ t/tbr, A ∼ 0.9, a ∼ 2, α ∼ 0.5. Additionally,

ttr =

√
κMenv

8πcvs∗
(13)

= 19.5
√
Menvκ0.34v

−1
s∗,8.5 d, (14)

where vs∗ ∼ 1.05f−0.19
ρ

√
E/M is a derivative quantity of

the shock velocity, Menv = M0 − Mc is the envelope mass
in solar masses, and

Lbr = 3.69× 1042R0.78
13 v2.11s∗,8.5 (fρM0)

0.11
κ−0.89
0.34 ergs−1.

(15)
In order to compare this to the multiband data collected

on SN 2022hnt, we cite the corresponding normalized color
temperature relation from Morag et al. (2023):

Tcol/Tcol,br = min
[
0.98v−0.05

bo,9 t̃−1/3, t̃−0.45
]
, (16)
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where

vbo = 3.31M0.13
0 v0.13∗,8.5R

−0.26
13 κ0.13

0.34f
−0.09
ρ

√
E/M. (17)

With the modification of the ttr quantity, the validity of this
model was extended to t ≲ ttr/a. The model is more broadly
valid in the shock-cooling phase up to hydrogen recombina-
tion, i.e., until the temperature in the ejecta drops to ∼ 0.7
eV. However, this model is not numerically calibrated specif-
ically for Type IIb SNe and has never been applied to Type
IIb SNe. As a result, while the model may reproduce the
light curve behavior to a reasonable degree, the anticipated
performance of the model is uncertain and it is expected to
be far less discriminatory than if it were applied to ordinary
Type II SNe.

5.3. Regimes of validity
We consider regimes of validity for shock cooling models as

applied to SNe Type IIb, which have lower envelope masses
than the SNe Type II such models are normally calibrated
against. We first consider the temperature regime of validity.
Both Sapir & Waxman (2017) and Morag et al. (2023) are
only valid for T ≳ 0.7 eV ∼ 8120 K. To ensure all fits
are performed at valid temperatures, we restrict the data to
epochs where the blackbody fits performed in §5.1 reported
a bolometric temperature T > 8120 K. A rigid application
of this rule (using a strict cutoff based on the blackbody
fit values) restricts the data to t ≲ 7 days. A less rigid
application (using a looser cutoff based on the t−0.45 power
law fit in Figure 5) restricts the data t ≲ 10 days.

Next, we consider the transparency regime of validity.
Shock cooling models incorporate an approximate late-time
bolometric luminosity suppression factor, which is valid up
to the time ttr/a, when the envelope becomes transparent
(i.e., optical depth τ ∼ c/v). The approximation for Sapir
& Waxman (2017) [Morag et al. (2023)] is valid for mass
ranges 0.1M⊙ ≲ Menv ≲ 10M⊙ [1M⊙ ≲ Menv ≲ 10M⊙].
For the Sapir & Waxman (2017) model, this validity range
will make the approximation applicable for a substantial
range of IIb envelope masses, which typically live between
0.01 M⊙ ≲ Menv ≲ 0.5 M⊙. However, we are beyond
the calibration regime for the model of Morag et al. (2023),
which creates an opportunity to assess the effectiveness of the
calibration for Type IIb SNe. Assuming a valid or near-valid
mass estimate, the transparency timescale ttr can be computed
using equation (20) from Sapir & Waxman (2017) (or Morag
et al. (2023) equation A3) as

ttr ∼ 2

(
Menv

0.1M⊙

)1/2(
vs

3× 108.5 cm/s

)−1/2

days. (18)

As this timescale is sensitive to the envelope mass and shock
velocity (which will be varied throughout fitting), we dynam-
ically implement the data cutoff by restricting the likelihood
calculation for a given model to data with t ≲ ttr/a + 0.5
day. Photometric data were sampled on ∼ 1 day cadence;
thus, the additional 0.5 day overhead allows photometry just

outside the validity timescale to be included with minimal
complications for the fit.

Finally, we consider the homologous expansion break time.
Morag et al. (2023) interpolates between solutions for the
planar and spherical phases (switching at time t = tbr, while
Sapir & Waxman (2017) considers only the spherical phase.
An expression for the break time is given by equation (40) of
Morag et al. (2023),

tbr = 0.86

(
R

1013 cm

)1.26(
vs∗

108.5 cm

)−1.13

(fρM0κ0.34) hrs.

(19)
The break time is not a validity timescale, but it is a useful
quantity for comparing the models of Sapir & Waxman (2017)
and Morag et al. (2023). Provided tbr is substantially earlier
than the first epoch of data used in the fits, Sapir & Waxman
(2017) and Morag et al. (2023) should report similar results.
Thus, the homologous expansion break timescale forms the
basis of a useful sanity check on the fits. A visualization of
each of these validity ranges is shown in Figure 6.

5.4. Fitting procedure and considerations
We fit the models above via the open-source package
lightcurve-fitting (Hosseinzadeh et al. 2023a). This
package implements a Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
fitting routine, which we initialized with 15 walkers with
≳ 105 steps (103-step burn-in) for posterior exploration. Fit
settings (walkers, steps, etc.) were chosen based on two met-
rics of convergence: (i) the improved Gelman-Rubin statistics
(specifically, R̂ < 1.01) (Vehtari et al. 2021), and (ii) chain
autocorrelation (specifically, checking that the chain length
is a factor of ≳ 50 longer than the autocorrelation timescale)
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). lightcurve-fitting per-
forms the maximization and exploration of the resulting pos-
terior using a wrapper of the MCMC algorithm implemented
in the python package emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013).
All data are weighted uniformly, with no de-emphasis based
on distance from explosion date as conducted by, e.g., Arcavi
et al. (2017). We condition the model on the dataset using
a simple Gaussian likelihood function. We investigated po-
tential likelihood function biases (e.g., intrinsic scatter terms
(Hosseinzadeh et al. 2023b), quantifying deviations from a
blackbody (Irani et al. 2024), etc.) and did not find these
altered the results. Confidence intervals on the maximum a
posteriori value were determined from the posteriors by com-
puting the highest posterior density interval (as computed
in, e.g., Khumpasee et al. 2024), as all posterior distribu-
tions (excluding the nuisance parameter fρM ) were unimodal
and skewed-Gaussian-like. To explore the effect of modeling
choices on the outcome of the fits, we vary the following:

Polytropic index n for the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017):
We generally do not expect the choice of polytropic index to
substantially modify the results. Equation 5 and Equation 3
indicate that the temperature and luminosity (respectively)
are only weakly dependent on n. However, at times close to
the transparency timescale ttr, emission interior to the edge
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Figure 6. A visualization of how the regimes of model valid-
ity restrict fitting to subsets of the data for a model with M =

0.2 M⊙, R = 100R⊙, and vs = 5000 km/s. The light curve is
a smoothed fit to the luminosities of SN 2022hnt. From right to
left, the restrictions are: (i) “homologous”, a restriction to the part
of the supernova evolution where the expansion can be considered
homologous (effectively t ≳ 1 hr), (ii) “T ≳ 0.7 eV, loose”, a loose
restriction (see §5.3) to the part of the supernova evolution where
the temperature is high enough to facilitate hydrogen recombina-
tion, (iii) “T ≳ 0.7 eV, rigid”, the same as (ii) but a rigid restriction
(see §5.3), (iv) “ttr”, a restriction to times less than the transparency
timescale defined in Equation 18, and (v) “ttr/a”, the most conser-
vative restriction to the subset of the evolution with phase less than
the scaled transparency timescale as described in §5.3.

of the envelope becomes visible and the emission becomes
more sensitive to the density structure. Since IIb SNe are
expected to have low envelope masses, ttr is significantly
reduced, increasing the expectation that the emission will be
affected by choice of n.

UV line suppression factor Asup for the model of Morag
et al. (2023): Equation A4 of Morag et al. (2023) presents
a modification of the specific luminosity, introducing a fac-
tor Asup = 0.74 to suppress UV line emission. This factor
accounts for suppression caused by dominance of atomic tran-
sitions at shorter wavelengths. Given our dataset has multiple
Swift bands probing the UV emission of the transient, we
may be sensitive to the suppression factor. We vary Asup

to be either 0.74 or 1 (no suppression) for the Morag et al.
(2023) fits to test our sensitivity to the suppression factor. We
additionally explore the effect of the UV data on the fits by
performing a fit with Asup = 0.74 but with the Swift UVM1
and UVM2 filters removed from the dataset.

Presence of the earliest ATLAS detection: The inclusion or
exclusion of the earliest ATLAS detection at tAT ∼ 59681.40
has direct consequences for the inferred explosion epoch of
the transient, which in turn affects what data can be included
in the likelihood calculation according to the transparency
timescale. For the purposes of investigating the impact of
the rise-constraining ATLAS detection on the analysis, we
have performed fits where the detection was omitted (“-
ATLAS”), included (“+ATLAS”) with texp restricted from
varying past tAT, and included with texp allowed to vary past
tAT (+ATLASa).

We vary all the above considerations simultaneously, but
only report a subset of combinations which is sufficient to
describe the range of observed model behaviors. In particular,
we focus on the model of Morag et al. (2023), in order to
assess the performance of this new model on Type IIb SNe.
By contrast, the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017) serves
as a reference point, and a way to compare to past IIb SNe
measurements made using this model (see, e.g., Arcavi et al.
2017; Pellegrino et al. 2023). Finally, in addition to the cross-
model comparison, we compare the most plausible model fit
to best-fit parameters for other objects in the literature, with
the intent of contextualizing SN 2022hnt to other Type II and
IIb SNe.

6. ANALYSIS AND PHYSICAL IMPLICATIONS
Having applied the framework of considerations discussed

in §5, we now perform all proposed fits and assemble a land-
scape of parameter estimates.

6.1. Cross-model analysis
The results of each fit are shown in Table 1. Represen-

tative fits for both the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017)
and Morag et al. (2023) are shown in Figure 7. Broadly,
we find a wide range of envelope masses and explosion
epochs, with a narrower range of shock velocities and pro-
genitor radii. Envelope masses range from plausible IIb
masses (0.01M⊙ ≲ Menv ≲ 0.1M⊙) to less plausible masses
(M ∼ M⊙). These higher masses are more consistent with
a Type II or short-plateau Type II explosion (e.g., Lyman
et al. 2016; Hiramatsu et al. 2021), scenarios which are both
inconsistent with the photometric and spectral evolution char-
acteristics. Additionally, such a high mass is only estimated
in models with polytropic index n = 3, which has two rami-
fications. First, the high sensitivity of the mass estimate to n
indicates that we are in the low-mass (M ≲ 0.1M⊙) regime,
as discussed above. Second, given the other evidence that
the transient is a IIb with a lower envelope mass, the higher
mass estimate reported by the n = 3 models indicates that
the density profile is more consistent with a fully convective
envelope (n = 3/2). Indeed, the n = 3/2 models report
envelope mass estimates more plausible for a IIb SNe. We
discuss only the n = 3/2 models below, unless otherwise
noted.

The model of Piro et al. (2021) extends the earlier model of
Piro (2015), separating the envelope into two zones of vari-
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Model n Asup ATLAS? vs,∗ (108.5 cm/s) Menv (M⊙) fρ M (M⊙) R0 (1013 cm) texp texp − tAT (days)
SW17 3/2 N/A Yes 1.7+0.05

−0.04 0.10+0.04
−0.02 110± 70 0.64± 0.09 59681.1± 0.05 −0.3± 0.06

SW17 3/2 N/A No 2.8+0.7
−0.6 0.11+0.04

−0.02 110± 70 0.20+0.12
−0.07 59682.4+0.3

−0.8 1+0.3
−0.8

SW17 3 N/A Yes 1.7+0.13
−0.1 0.9+0.3

−0.2 90± 80 0.64± 0.06 59681.31± 0.02 −0.09± 0.02

SW17 3 N/A No 2.5+0.5
−0.7 1.1± 0.4 110± 60 0.19+0.34

−0.06 59682.5+0.2
−0.9 1.1+0.2

−0.9

SW17 3/2 N/A Yesa 2.0+0.4
−0.2 0.12+0.06

−0.03 80± 80 0.55+0.09
−0.17 59681.27± 0.05 0.87± 0.05

M24 3/2 0.74 Yes 3.6+0.2
−0.8 0.03+0.012

−0.008 50± 40 0.57± 0.04 59681.32± 0.03 −0.08± 0.03

M24 3/2 1 Yes 2.0+0.4
−0.3 0.022+0.013

−0.007 110± 60 0.6± 0.1 59681.32± 0.03 −0.08± 0.03

M24 3/2 1 No 2.5± 0.4 0.05+0.02
−0.01 30± 10 0.5± 0.2 59681.7± 0.05 0.3± 0.05

M24 3/2 1 Yesa 2.3+0.4
−0.3 0.07± 0.02 24± 14 0.64+0.07

−0.09 59681.31± 0.05 −0.09± 0.05

M24 3/2 0.74 No 3.8+0.5
−0.5 0.018+0.006

−0.003 40± 40 0.22+0.07
−0.04 59682.8+0.1

−0.3 1.4+0.1
−0.3

M24 3/2 0.74 Yesa 3.1+0.5
−0.4 0.022+0.008

−0.005 110± 6 0.5+0.2
−0.1 59682.6± 0.2 1.2± 0.2

M24 3/2 0.74b Yes 2.7+0.4
−0.3 0.17+0.09

−0.06 3± 2 0.4± 0.07 59681.25+0.1
−0.2 −0.15+0.1

−0.2

a = the earliest ATLAS detection was included, but the explosion epoch was allowed to vary beyond it.
b = fit performed with UVM1 and UVM2 filters removed.

Table 1. Numerical results from fitting the models described in §5.
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Figure 7. Comparison of representative maximum likelihood fits
to the models of Sapir & Waxman (2017) (dot-dashed) and Morag
et al. (2023) (dashed). The shock cooling models are extrapolated
linearly beyond their regime of validity (up to day 6) to assess the
performance beyond the transparency timescale. The shock cooling
behavior is well-captured in all bands.

able power-law density to more precisely model the resulting
shock cooling emission as the photosphere recedes (in mass
coordinates) into the envelope. This model has been applied
to several Type IIb SNe in the literature (e.g., Arcavi et al.
2017; Yao et al. 2020; Pellegrino et al. 2023). However, this
model typically requires granular data within ∼several days
of the shock cooling peak in order to produce meaningful fits.
Our dataset has a significant gap of ∼ 2.5 days around the
presumed shock cooling peak where no observations were
made. As a result, there is likely at most one epoch within
the regime of validity of the Piro et al. (2021) model. We at-
tempted fits using this singular epoch (following the approach
of Pellegrino et al. (2023)) and found the limited data to be
insufficient to constrain any of the model features. We also
unsuccessfully attempted fits of the Piro et al. (2021) model
using data beyond the presumed regime of validity. As a
result, we are choosing to omit the Piro et al. (2021) model
from application to this particular object.

Next, we examine shock velocity. The best-fit values from
all models report a relatively narrow range of shock velocities,
between 2.0 × 108.5 cm s−1 ≲ vs,∗ ≲ 4.0 × 108.5 cm s−1

(6300 km s−1 ≲ vs,∗ ≲ 12700 km s−1). The velocities es-
timated from the model fits are consistent to 1σ (model un-
certainty) with the range identified from the He I spectra
lines, which are not predictive of the initial shock veloc-
ity but are comparable. Higher shock velocities (vs,∗ ≳
3 × 108.5 cm s−1) are exclusively generated in the Morag
et al. (2023) model fits, which implement the UV line sup-
pression with Asup = 0.74. When the UV line suppression is
not included (or included, but the shorter wavelength data is
excluded), the shock velocity estimates drop to be more con-
sistent with the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017). Similarly,
the inclusion of the UV line suppression factor in the Morag
et al. (2023) model results in mass estimates ∼ 10x smaller
than the Sapir & Waxman (2017) model or the Morag et al.
(2023) model with no suppression. Visual examination of the
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Morag et al. (2023) fits both with (Figure 8) and without (Fig-
ure 9) UV line suppression do not show clear differences in the
ability to reproduce the UV photometry. Both fits are able to
reproduce the UVW1 and UVM2 photometry, while simulta-
neously substantially underestimating the UVW2 photometry.
However, the model including UV line suppression appears
to slightly underestimate the U -band photometry compared
to the model with no line suppression.

In addition to shock velocity, the effect of UV line sup-
pression can be seen in the reported progenitor radius R0.
All fits report values for the progenitor radius in the range
30R⊙ ≲ R0 ≲ 100R⊙, a relatively narrow range consistent
with a yellow supergiant, which have been identified as the
progenitors for some past IIb SNe (Maund et al. 2011; Kil-
patrick et al. 2022; Niu et al. 2024). Models with UV line
suppression mostly favor a lower (R ≲ 60R⊙) progenitor ra-
dius, with the sole exception being the model of Morag et al.
(2023) with the early ATLAS detection included, which favors
a progenitor radius of ∼ 80R⊙. By contrast, all fits with the
model of Sapir & Waxman (2017) favor a progenitor radius of
R0 ∼ 90R⊙. In general, we found that mild posterior degen-
eracies existed between the progenitor radius and the other
parameters. These did not improve with increased MCMC
exploration time, and likely cannot be avoided. Indeed, we
compared our posteriors to those reported in the literature
(e.g., Pellegrino et al. 2023; Hosseinzadeh et al. 2023b) and
identified similar degeneracies between the model parame-
ters.

Finally, we consider the best-fit explosion epoch. Most
models clearly favor one of two explosion epochs: (i) ∼ 1
day after the ATLAS detection at tAT, or (ii) ∼ 3 hours
before the ATLAS detection at tAT. There is little variation
in these individual subgroups. The presence of the ATLAS
detection at tAT is an obvious but imperfect predictor of
the estimated explosion epoch. When the ATLAS detection
is present and the fit is forced to find an explosion epoch
prior to it (+ATLAS), the fits prefer an explosion epoch ∼ 3
hours before tAT. There is more variability for the other
model configurations. If the ATLAS detection is excluded (-
ATLAS), the explosion epoch is always preferred to be≳ 0.25
days after tAT. Results vary if the point is included and the
fit is allowed to find an explosion epoch > tAT. We discuss
the ATLAS detection at tAT and its impact on the inferred
explosion epoch in greater detail in §6.3.

We now consider a fiducial set of best-fit parameters to
use for comparison to other supernovae. Based on the above
analysis involving the polytropic index, we immediately ex-
clude all fits where n = 3 from consideration. Given that the
early ATLAS detection is only ∼ 3σ, we choose to exclude
fits where the explosion epoch was forced to be texp < tAT;
i.e., we are restricting to the -ATLAS and +ATLASa model
configurations. Our next consideration is the UV suppression
factor. Model configurations where Asup = 0.74 universally
favored mass estimates Menv ≪ 0.1M⊙, where the trans-
parency timescale is ≲ 1 day. Such a short transparency
timescale would exclude all but three data points, making a
meaningful fit unlikely. By contrast, model configurations

Asup = 1.0 (i.e., no suppression) found masses consistent
with a transparency timescale sufficient to achieve a mean-
ingful fit; we therefore further restrict to these models. Of
the remaining models (both Morag et al. (2023) and Sapir
& Waxman (2017) where Asup = 1 and ATLAS? is No or
Yesa), the parameters of interest (vs,∗,Menv, R0) are largely
consistent. As described in §5.4, we take the maximum a
posteriori value of each posterior as our parameter estimate
and calculate an uncertinaty using the highest posterior den-
sity interval. From this set of estimates µi and uncertainties
σi for each parameter, we calculate a fiducial weighted mean
pfid and uncertainty σfid using

pfid =

[∑
i

1

σ2
i

]−1∑
i

µi

σ2
i

, (20)

and

σfid =

[∑
i

1

σ2
i

]−1/2

. (21)

Using this method, we find fiducial estimates for the param-
eters to be: vs,∗,f = 2.32 ± 0.22 × 108.5 cm/s (vs,∗,f =
7.34± 0.69× 103 km/s), Menv,f = 0.068± 0.013M⊙, and
R0,f = 0.493± 0.063× 1013 cm.

6.2. Comparison with other supernovae
We additionally compare SN 2022hnt to samples from the

spectrum of envelope-stripped SNe: specifically, SN 2016gkg
(a typical stripped-envelope IIb), SN 2023ixf (a typical non-
stripped-envelope Type II), and SN 2020bio (a peculiar IIb).
These SNe were chosen in part due to their exceptionally early
phase coverage. Both SN 2016gkg and SN 2020bio have data
probing the shock cooling emission peak, and the dense SN
2023ixf follow-up campaign probed almost the entire shock
cooling rise. Additionally, the SNe we have selected span
from heavily-stripped-envelope objects (SN 2016gkg) to non-
stripped-envelope objects (SN 2023ixf), in order to examine
how the interpretation of the behavior of SN 2022hnt stands
relative to similar objects.

We begin by comparing the light curve of SN 2022hnt to
SN 2016gkg, a similar Type IIb with a low envelope mass.
Data were obtained from LCO archives and were published in
Arcavi et al. (2017). This visualization is made in Figure 10.
To perform the comparison, we calculate absolute magnitudes
for both objects and shift the light curves in time so that their
Ni56 peak in r-band is at t = 0. The light curve peak is
calculated via the maximum of a third-order polynomial fit
to the nickel peak. We compare the photometric evolution in
r-band as well as providing the SN 2022hnt o-band data to
understand how the early ATLAS detection impacts the es-
timated explosion epoch. The light curves show remarkably
similar evolution, particularly post-peak. Both light curves
also show a prominent dip at ∼ 14 days pre-peak. However,
SN 2016gkg drops significantly faster to this minimum from
the shock cooling peak than SN 2022hnt does in either r- or
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Figure 8. Corner plot and posterior samples for the Morag et al. (2023) model fit with Asup = 0.74 and inclusion of the early ATLAS detection
with allowed variation past tAT. The low envelope mass (and thus, short transparency timescale) results in the model clearly favoring an
explosion epoch of ∼ 1.25 days after the ATLAS detection. This placement of the explosion epoch is representative of the Morag et al. (2023)
model behavior when UV line suppression is included. All models seem to underestimate the UVW2 flux to the degree shown here. Note that
fρ is a nuisance parameter and is not expected to be well-constrained.

o-band. This discrepancy could be attributed to the difference
in the envelope masses for the two objects; SN 2016gkg was
found to have an envelope mass of ∼ 0.01 M⊙, while we
find an envelope mass estimate for SN 2022hnt ∼ 1 order-of-
magnitude larger. The larger envelope mass could plausibly
result in a slower luminosity decay as more hydrogen is avail-
able for recombination. The early ATLAS detection is ≲ 0.9
hours away from the shifted best-fit explosion epoch for SN
2016gkg, providing a potential validation that the detection
is related to the explosion and not an artifact due to random
noise. Additionally, this comparison to another well-sampled

IIb SNe emphasizes the uniquely early constraining power
provided by such an early detection.

Next, we compare the SN 2022hnt fiducial fit parameters to
other objects in the literature. We visualize this comparison
in Figure 11. SN 2020bio and SN 2016gkg only have fits
to the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017) available; however,
we provide fits to both the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017)
and Morag et al. (2023) for SN 2023ixf, as presented in
Hosseinzadeh et al. (2023a).

We first examine envelope mass, which is a direct probe of
the pre-explosion stripping that differentiates Type IIb SNe
from regular Type II SNe. The envelope of SN 2023ixf is con-
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Figure 9. Corner plot and posterior samples for the Morag et al. (2023) model fit with Asup = 1.0 and inclusion of the early ATLAS detection
with variation past tAT not allowed. The inclusion of the ATLAS detection clearly results in a strong constraint on the rise when the explosion
epoch is not allowed to vary past tAT. All models seem to underestimate the UVW2 flux to the degree shown here. Note that fρ is a nuisance
parameter and is not expected to be well-constrained.

siderably (i.e., ≳ 2 orders of magnitude) more massive than
either SN 2020bio, SN 2022hnt, or SN 2016gkg, appropriate
for a Type II, which typically do not experience significant
envelope stripping prior to explosion. SN 2022hnt and SN
2016gkg are more typical mostly-stripped-envelope Type IIb
SNe, and as a result report envelope masses ≲ 0.1 M⊙. SN
2020bio represents a more peculiar IIb; despite having ex-
traordinarily weak Hα and Hβ emission features (indicating
enhanced mass loss), shock cooling fits based on the model of
Sapir & Waxman (2017) indicated a potentially less stripped

envelope than more typical IIb SNe. However, early spectra
indicated interactions with a CSM doped via significant mass
loss, and models based on Piro (2015) and Piro et al. (2021)
reported envelope masses more consistent with a typical IIb.

We next examine progenitor radius. We generally find
that the stripped-envelope objects in our comparison are con-
sistent with our reported radius for SN 2022hnt, finding a
progenitor radius of ∼ 100R⊙. This is substantially (∼ 1
order of magnitude) less than radii reported from fits for SN
2023ixf, which is typical for Type II SNe. We identify no
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Figure 10. Comparison of the light curves of SN 2022hnt and SN
2016gkg. We compare the LCO data for 16gkg in r-band as well as
the ATLAS data in o-band. The explosion epoch estimate (dashed
line) for SN 2016gkg is based on Bersten et al. (2018). Both light
curves are shifted so the clearly-probed 56Ni peaks are aligned. SN
2022hnt appears to have a slightly slower rise to and fall from the
shock cooling peak, indicating a higher envelope mass, consistent
with the results from the shock cooling fits.

clear relationship between progenitor radius and shock veloc-
ity. Aside from the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017) applied
to SN 2023ixf–which reported a large but also quite uncer-
tain progenitor radius–all progenitor radii in our comparison
are relatively uniformly distributed below ∼ 500 R⊙. Small
(R ≲ 200 R⊙) progenitor radii are identified in systems with
fast (SN 2016gkg, SN 2020bio) and slow (SN 2022hnt, SN
2023ixf) estimated shock velocities.

We similarly do not identify a clear relationship between
shock velocity and envelope mass. The shock velocity we ob-
tain for SN 2022hnt is consistent with the He I line blueshift,
and similar to the SN 2023ixf measured shock velocity as well
as the He I line blueshift measured for SN 2020bio, which had
a comparable progenitor radius and envelope mass. However,
the shock cooling fits for both SN 2020bio and SN 2016gkg
reported shock velocities a factor of ∼ 2-3 greater than SN
2022hnt. Unique among our fit parameters, the estimated
shock velocity was largely statistically consistent regardless
of model type or the inclusion of the earliest ATLAS de-
tections. This consistency is in contrast to the model fits
for SN 2023ixf and SN 2016gkg, which reported significant
disagreement across the different classes of models used to
measure shock velocity. However, despite reporting a shock
velocity inconsistent with the He I line velocity, the mod-
eled velocity measurements of SN 2020bio are self-consistent
across model types.

Finally, we consider explosion epoch. Assuming the detec-
tion at tAT is non-spurious, we consider where such an early
detection lies in the context of the literature. We consider

Event δtV (hours) δte (hours) δm

SN 2016gkga -10.8 2.16 2.3
SN 2017jgh −62 < 1b 4
SN 2020bioc -19.2 5.76 0.9
SN 2022hnt -28.8 2.88 2.1

aWe refer to Bersten et al. (2018) for these numbers.
bSN 2017jgh, remarkably, had Kepler data probing the entire rise
from explosion as well as an extended sequence of non-detections
immediately prior to the explosion epoch. We cite Armstrong et al.
(2021) for these numbers.
cWe refer to Pellegrino et al. (2023) for these numbers.

Table 2. Comparison of the earliest observations made in SN
2016gkg, SN 2017jgh, SN 2020bio, and SN 2022hnt. δtV considers
the time between the earliest observation and the shock cooling peak
in V band. δte considers the elapsed time between the explosion
epoch and the earliest observation. δm considers the magnitude
change between the earliest detection and the peak in the same band.

three IIb SNe with early detections for comparison: (i) SN
2016gkg, (ii) SN 2017jgh, and (iii) SN 2020bio. For each of
these three objects, we consider: (a) time of earliest detec-
tion relative to peak of the transient in V -band (denoted δtV ,
inferred from shock cooling fits if needed), (b) time of the
earliest detection relative to the estimated explosion epoch
(denoted δte, inferred from shock cooling fits if needed),
and (c) magnitude change between the earliest detection and
the peak in the corresponding band (denoted δm). These
values are summarized in Table 2. Immediately, we note
a significant variation in the δtV estimate. Since all consid-
ered objects were discovered relatively shortly after explosion
(i.e., δte ≪ δtV ), the δtV quantity is mostly dominated by
the rise time to the shock cooling peak, which is controlled
by the envelope mass and shock velocity of the explosion.
By contrast, the δte quantity is more directly informative of
how early the supernova was captured. The earliest ATLAS
detection probes a regime similar to that probed by the ear-
liest amateur detections of SN 2016gkg, with a comparable
change in magnitude to peak (δm) as well. We demonstrate
this with a visual comparison in Figure 10.

6.3. Consequences of ATLAS constraint
The earliest ATLAS detection at t = tAT is a ≲ 3 sigma

detection, which would conventionally be treated as ambigu-
ous or even a non-detection. However, its proximity to the
transient motivates an investigation into whether such emis-
sion would be plausibly predicted for a shock cooling event.
The presence of the ATLAS detection has little impact on the
best-fit envelope mass, progenitor radius, or shock velocity,
an indicator that the emission at tAT is consistent with the
explosion parameters of SN 2022hnt. When the detection
is removed, approximately 66% of our model fits favor an
explosion epoch ≳ tAT. However, the majority of the fits
which favor texp ≳ tAT have Asup = 0.74, which also pro-
duces a low envelope mass (Menv ∼ 0.01M⊙) and therefore



SN 2022hnt Shock Cooling 17

0 2 4 6
Envelope  mass (M )

104

4 × 103

6 × 103

2 × 104

Sh
oc

k
 v

el
oc

it
y 

(k
m

/
s)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Progenitor radius (R ) ×103

104

4 × 103

6 × 103

2 × 104

Sh
oc

k
 v

el
oc

it
y 

(k
m

/
s)

10 1 100

Envelope  mass (M )

102

103

P
ro

ge
n

it
or

 r
ad

iu
s 

(R
)

SW17
M23
SN 2022hnt
SN 2023ixf
SN 2016gkg
SN 2020bio

Figure 11. Cross-comparisons of shock velocity, envelope mass, progenitor radius, and rise time for SN 2022hnt, SN 2016gkg, SN 2023ixf, and
SN 2020bio. Circles denote fits performed using the model of Sapir & Waxman (2017), while triangles denote fits performed using the model
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from comparisons to other stripped and non-stripped envelope SNe (i.e., being less than Type II envelope masses but greater than very highly
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a very short transparency timescale (ttr ∼ 0.5 days). This
unusually low mass estimate motivated the exclusion of the
Asup = 0.74 fits for consideration in the fiducial parameter
set. Following that restriction, a significant majority of the
remaining models prefer an explosion ≲ 3 hours prior to tAT.
We therefore conclude that the emission at this epoch is con-
sistent with shock cooling. Below, we consider the possibility
that the emission is not related to the shock cooling (i.e., one
of the models with texp ≫ tAT are correct).

7. CONCLUSIONS

We report the follow-up campaign of SN 2022hnt, a Type
IIb SNe at 84 Mpc. We organized an intense photometric
and spectroscopic follow-up campaign shortly after discovery
using the LCO telescope network. Additional data on SN
2022hnt were obtained using ZTF and ATLAS, including
an exceptionally early detection in o-band by ATLAS. The
presence of this early point constrains the shock cooling rise
of the supernova and provides an opportunity to characterize
the behavior of shock cooling models in a difficult-to-probe
regime.

Recently developed models of shock cooling can probe
earlier in the supernova evolution than previous models, but
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require careful attention to a series of model considerations
which affect performance and accuracy. We describe a frame-
work for addressing the most significant considerations of ex-
isting shock cooling models into attempts to model the light
curve, with the aim of producing conservative parameter esti-
mates. This framework considers alternatives to shock cool-
ing (e.g., heating due to wind breakout), intra- and inter-model
consistency, and regimes of validity for individual models in
order to construct a robust fiducial parameter estimate.

We used the models of Sapir & Waxman (2017) and Morag
et al. (2023), which characterize the emission generated by
the rapid shock heating and cooling of the hydrogen envelope
due to the supernova in the days following explosion. Both
models have been used to provide measurements of envelope
mass, shock velocity, progenitor radius, and explosion epoch
for other objects; however, this marks the first application
of the model of Morag et al. (2023) to a Type IIb SN. We
performed fits to the photometric evolution of SN 2022hnt
using the lightcurve-fitting package, which employs an
MCMC routine to produce maximum likelihood parameter
estimates. To explore the impact of model choices on the
parameter estimation, we varied polytropic index, degree of
UV line suppression, and the presence of the earliest AT-
LAS detections. Despite the model of Morag et al. (2023)
not being calibrated specifically for Type IIb SNe, we found
that, regardless of model choice, it reports similar results
to the more relevantly calibrated Sapir & Waxman (2017)
model. We report fiducial estimates of the explosion proper-
ties of SN 2022hnt and find vs,∗,f = 7.08±0.44×103 km/s,
Menv,f = 0.07± 0.02M⊙, and R0,f = 0.64± 0.08× 1013

cm. Additionally, we characterize where these parameter es-
timates live on the spectrum of Type II supernovae. We find
the shock velocity to be unusually low, but find a progeni-

tor radius and envelope mass consistent with other Type IIb
SNe and predictably lower than non-stripped-envelope Type
II SNe.

The work presented here represents a framework that can
be duplicated and expanded upon with more in-depth surveys
of IIb SNe using the advanced shock cooling models that
have been developed in recent years. Our treatment demon-
strates that shock cooling models not specifically calibrated
to IIb SNe (such as Morag et al. 2023) nevertheless can be
cautiously extended to heavily stripped-envelope objects. Fu-
ture population studies of IIb SNe will more deeply explore
the relationships between progenitor and explosion properties
that have been presented here, and will better characterize the
spectrum of IIb explosions. Our investigation of the impact
of the early ATLAS detection demonstrates the importance of
very early (t ≲ 2 days) data on Type IIb SNe, particularly in
order to better constrain the effectiveness of the shock cool-
ing assumption. The collection of early-time data as exploited
here–and the rapid detection and follow-up that enables it–is
crucial to test theoretical predictions and systematically study
the behavior of IIb SNe.
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