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Republic

4Department of Astronomy, Ohio State University, 140 West 18th Avenue, Columbus, OH 43210, USA
5Center for Cosmology & Astro-Particle Physics, Ohio State University, 191 West Woodruff Ave., Columbus, OH 43210, USA

6Department of Physics, Ohio State University, 191 West Woodruff Ave., Columbus, OH 43210, USA
7Steward Observatory, University of Arizona, 933 N. Cherry Avenue, Tucson, AZ 85721, USA

ABSTRACT

We present nucleosynthesis and light-curve predictions for a new site of the rapid neutron capture

process (r-process) from magnetar giant flares (GFs). Motivated by observations indicating baryon

ejecta from GFs, Cehula et al. (2024) proposed mass ejection occurs after a shock is driven into the

magnetar crust during the GF. We confirm using nuclear reaction network calculations that these ejecta

synthesize moderate yields of third-peak r-process nuclei and more substantial yields of lighter r-nuclei,

while leaving a sizable abundance of free neutrons in the outermost fastest expanding ejecta layers.

The final r-process mass fraction and distribution are sensitive to the relative efficiencies of α-capture

and n-capture freeze-outs. We use our nucleosynthesis output in a semi-analytic model to predict the

light curves of novae breves, the transients following GFs powered by radioactive decay. For a baryonic

ejecta mass similar to that inferred of the 2004 Galactic GF from SGR 1806-20, we predict a peak

UV/optical luminosity of ∼ 1039–1040 erg s−1 at ∼ 10–15 minutes, rendering such events potentially

detectable following a gamma-ray trigger by wide-field transient monitors such as ULTRASAT/UVEX

to several Mpc. The peak luminosity and timescale of the transient increase with the GF strength

due to the larger ejecta mass. Although GFs likely contribute 1–10% of the total Galactic r-process

budget, their short delay-times relative to star-formation make them an attractive source to enrich the

earliest generations of stars.

1. INTRODUCTION

Magnetars are a class of highly magnetized and slowly

rotating neutron stars (NS), with typical surface dipole

magnetic field strengths B ∼ 1014–1015 G and spin peri-

ods of several seconds (Duncan & Thompson 1992; Kou-

veliotou et al. 1998). They are further distinguished by

a range of transient outbursts, powered by the sudden

dissipation of their ultra-strong magnetic fields and cat-

egorized according to the total energy scale of their X-

ray and/or soft γ-ray emission (Mereghetti et al. 2015;

Kaspi & Beloborodov 2017; Turolla et al. 2015). At the

top of this hierarchy lie giant flares (GFs) rare and vi-

olent events releasing E ∼ 1044–1046 ergs in γ-rays, in
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under 1 second. Six extragalactic GF candidates have

been identified (Beniamini et al. 2024) and three GFs

have been observed within our Galaxy or the nearby

Large Magellanic Cloud over the last 50 years: in 1979

(Mazets et al. 1979; Evans et al. 1980), 1998 (Hur-

ley et al. 1999), and 2004 (Palmer et al. 2005; Hurley

et al. 2005). Despite originating from different magne-

tars, all three events comprised a brief (≲ 0.5 s) γ-ray

burst followed by a ∼ minutes long pulsating hard X-

ray tail modulated by the magnetar spin period. The

two Galactic GFs (1998 and 2004) were also followed by

a bright synchrotron radio afterglow (Frail et al. 1999;

Hurley et al. 1999; Cameron et al. 2005; Gaensler et al.

2005). The remarkable similarities in the emission prop-

erties across the three events imply a common underly-

ing mechanism behind GFs. Recently, it has become ap-

parent that flaring magnetars are also sources of another
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type of transient emission: ms duration coherent bursts

known as “fast radio bursts” (FRBs; Lorimer et al. 2007;

Bochenek et al. 2020; CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al.

2020).

The prodigious December 2004 GF from SGR 1806-

20 is amongst the most luminous transients observed in

our Galaxy (Hurley et al. 2005). Its radio afterglow was

found to be initially decaying on a timescale ≳ 10 days,

followed by a brief rebrightening epoch at around 25

days (Gelfand et al. 2005). The initial decay phase was

interpreted to arise from an expanding, baryon-loaded

shell released from the magnetar surface during the flare

(Gaensler et al. 2005), which rebrightens as the ejecta

sweeps up and shocks matter in the ambient medium

(Gelfand et al. 2005; Taylor et al. 2005; Granot et al.

2006). Insofar as the initial γ-ray burst must arise from

an e−/+ pair–photon outflow with negligible baryon con-

tamination (which would otherwise have softened the

emission due to scattering), the baryonic ejecta power-

ing the GF radio afterglows were likely released after

this initial emission phase, as a byproduct of the flare

operating mechanism (Turolla et al. 2015).

Magnetar GFs are believed to arise from rapid mag-

netic field reconfiguration events leading to charged par-

ticle acceleration in the magnetosphere, for which sev-

eral possible triggers have been invoked (see, e.g., Tur-

olla et al. 2015; Mereghetti et al. 2015; Kaspi & Be-

loborodov 2017 for reviews). An unstable magnetic

field configuration evolving from perturbations to the

strongly wound up internal field, arising due to mild

crustal deformation or turbulent motion in the super-

conducting liquid core, can be relaxed through energy

dissipation in the magnetosphere by a magnetic recon-

nection event (Thompson & Duncan 1995; Thompson

& Duncan 2001; Ioka 2001; Gill & Heyl 2010). Strongly

twisted fields may also accumulate in the magnetosphere

due to such internal stresses, resulting in a sudden en-

ergy release through reconnection instabilities similar to

those driving solar flares (Lyutikov 2003, 2006; Gill &

Heyl 2010; Parfrey et al. 2013). While the exact op-

erating mechanism(s) remains uncertain, essentially all

models agree that the initial γ-ray spike is driven by an

efficient conversion of magnetic energy through recon-

nection.

A generic consequence of such local magnetic energy

dissipation is the generation of a high–pressure pair–

photon outflow capable of temporarily forcing open the

field lines (i.e., by exceeding the magnetic-field pres-

sure); the field lines subsequently re-close, confining any

lagging hot plasma near the surface (see Fig. 1 for a qual-

itative illustration; Thompson & Duncan 1995; Thomp-

son & Duncan 2001; Turolla et al. 2015). Radiative

cooling of this trapped fireball naturally accounts for

the prolonged X-ray tail of GFs (Thompson & Dun-

can 2001). While the resultant radiative flux can ex-

ceed the magnetic Eddington limit and ablate some

baryons from the magnetar surface (Thompson & Dun-

can 1995; Demidov & Lyubarsky 2023, see their Eq. 4),

the predicted ejecta mass falls several magnitudes short

of the ≳ 1024.5 g inferred for the 2004 GF radio after-

glow (Gaensler et al. 2005; Gelfand et al. 2005; Granot

et al. 2006); this implies that the bulk of the ejecta mass

must have been released earlier, likely immediately after

the initial outflow when the field lines were still open.

Cehula et al. (2024, hereafter C24) developed a model

for such prompt baryon ejection, where the primary

magnetic field dissipation also acts to generate a high

pressure region just above the magnetar surface, which

drives a shockwave into the crust capable of unbinding

enough crustal material to satisfy the ejecta mass con-

straints. C24 further posit that the hot baryon ejecta

may undergo heavy-element nucleosynthesis.

Roughly half the elements heavier than iron are pro-

duced through rapid neutron capture process (r-process)

nucleosynthesis (Burbidge et al. 1957; Cameron 1957).

The notion that decompressing NS crustal material

could undergo an r-process was first considered by Lat-

timer & Schramm (1974, 1976); Symbalisty & Schramm

(1982) who showed that a small fraction of the stellar

mass can be stripped and dynamically ejected by tidal

forces during the coalescence of a black hole and NS or

two NSs. Lattimer et al. (1977); Meyer (1989) conducted

more detailed studies of the nucleosynthesis in initially

cold (T ≈ 0K), dense (ρ ∼ ρnuclear ≈ 3 × 1014 g cm−3),

and neutron-rich matter (electron fraction Ye ≲ 0.2),

which they posit characterizes the ejecta from such sys-

tems. They showed that under these conditions, an

initial “cold” r-process proceeds during decompression,

whereby existing nuclei and free neutrons in the ejected

crustal material are reprocessed into “superheavy nu-

clei” through neutron drip, (n, γ) reactions, β-decays,

and fission cycling. The energy released from β-decays

and fission would heat the material sufficiently (to tem-

peratures T9 ≡ T/(109 K) ≳ 1) such that neutron

capture and photodisintegration equilibrium, (n, γ) ⇌
(γ, n), is established and β-decays build up successively

heavier nuclei in this subsequent “hot” r-process (Sato

1974; Norman & Schramm 1979).

Modern studies of mass ejection in NS mergers have

altered the picture laid out in these pioneering works

(e.g., Shibata & Hotokezaka 2019). Although early r-

process scenarios envisioned material that remains cold

(on nuclear energy scales) during its initial phases of

decompression, most ejecta from neutron star-mergers
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likely experiences some form of dynamical heating (e.g.,

due to shocks, Evans & Mathews 1988) to high temper-

atures (T9 ≳ 1), resulting in the dissociation of any pre-

existing nuclei in the crust. The resultant pool of free

nucleons is transmuted to α-particles and successively

heavier seed-nuclei during expansion and a hot r-process

ensues once the ejecta cools to allow (n, γ) ⇌ (γ, n) equi-

librium. Whether a limited or full r-process is successful

in this scenario (i.e., able to reach the second or third

abundance peaks, respectively) depends on the electron

fraction, initial thermodynamic state, and the hydro-

dynamics of the expansion (e.g., Hoffman et al. 1997;

Meyer & Brown 1997).

LIGO’s first detection of a binary NS merger and its

observed electromagnetic counterpart (e.g. Abbott et al.

2017a,b; Arcavi et al. 2017; Coulter et al. 2017) con-

firmed that an r-process occurs in the ejecta from com-

pact object mergers. In such events, the large ensemble

of radioactive nuclei with various decay lifetimes pro-

vides a continuous energy source powering the observed

kilonova afterglow (Li & Paczyński 1998; Metzger et al.

2010), and the ejecta opacity, mass, and velocity play a

key role in setting the timescales and dominant wave-

lengths of the emission.

While NS mergers are a major if not dominant source

of r-process elements in the Universe, both Galactic

chemical evolution studies and isotopic analyses of me-

teorites indicate mergers are likely not the only source

(Qian & Wasserburg 2007; Ott & Kratz 2008; Lugaro

et al. 2014; Côté et al. 2019; Tsujimoto 2021; Simon

et al. 2023). Observations of r-process enhanced stars

in ultrafaint dwarf galaxies implicate rare events with

large r-process yields early in Galactic history (i.e., at

low metallicity) corresponding to short delay times af-

ter star formation (e.g., Côté et al. 2019; Zevin et al.

2019; van de Voort et al. 2020), such as collapsars (e.g.,

Siegel 2019; Miller et al. 2020; Issa et al. 2024), magne-

torotational SNe (e.g., Thompson et al. 2004; Winteler

et al. 2012), or other sources involving rapidly accreting

compact objects (Grichener et al. 2022). However, more

frequent and lower yield r-process sources at low metal-

licity may also be required by observations (Sneden et al.

2008; Qian & Wasserburg 2007; Thielemann et al. 2020;

Ou et al. 2024). The proto-NS winds following core col-

lapse supernovae could in principle satisfy such a con-

straint; however, these sites likely do not achieve the

requisite entropy to support a robust r-process1(Qian &

Woosley 1996), and the production of modest quantities

of r-process nuclei in ordinary explosions are challeng-

ing to test observationally, e.g. through their effects on

the supernova light curve (Patel et al. 2024). Alternate

sites that operate promptly after star formation with

rates comparable to supernovae are thus likely required

to provide a complete description of the origin of heavy

elements in the Universe.

Using 1D hydrodynamical simulations, C24 demon-

strated that shock-heated ejecta from magnetar GFs can

in principle possess the requisite combination of entropy

s, Ye, and hydrodynamical evolution to support a hot

r-process. Despite the outer NS crust possessing only a

moderate neutron excess (Ye ≈ 0.39−0.46), an r-process

up to and/or surpassing the third peak is still possible

within the decompressing ejecta via the “α-rich freeze-

out” mechanism (e.g., Meyer et al. 1992). In this sce-

nario, a high ratio of neutrons to the “seed nuclei” onto

which neutrons capture, can be achieved by suppressing

seed formation given sufficiently high entropy (low den-

sity) and/or rapid expansion timescale (e.g., Hoffman

et al. 1997).

If magnetar GFs eject radioactive nuclei, they should

be accompanied by kilonova-like electromagnetic coun-

terparts. However, given the very low ejecta masses

≲ 10−6 M⊙ (and associated short photon diffusion

timescale) relative to the debris of NS-mergers, such

emission is expected to peak on a timescale of ∼minutes

after the GF, much faster than in kilonovae. C24 aptly

denominate such rapidly-evolving radioactively powered

GF transients as novae breves, events they estimate will

emit at high effective temperatures Teff ≳ 20, 000K cor-

responding to the ultraviolet (UV) band.

Because the detection prospects of radioactively-

powered emission following magnetar GFs are sensitive

to its duration, luminosity, and spectral colors, better

predictions for their multi-band light-curves are essen-

tial to motivate and design potential search strategies.

These considerations are timely given that several wide-

field UV survey missions are planned over the next few

years: Ultraviolet Transient Astronomy Satellite (UL-

TRASAT, launch date 2027; Sagiv et al. 2014), Ultravi-

1 Possible exceptions include particularly massive proto-NS
(Wanajo 2013), the inclusion of convective wave heating (Nevins
& Roberts 2023), and/or very strong magnetic fields and/or rapid
rotation (Thompson et al. 2003, 2004; Metzger et al. 2007; Win-
teler et al. 2012; Mösta et al. 2014; Vlasov et al. 2017; Thompson
& ud-Doula 2018; Desai et al. 2022, 2023; Prasanna et al. 2023,
2024), however the rate of such explosions remains uncertain and
thus their ability to solve the missing r-process problem remains
poorly constrained.
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olet Explorer (UVEX; Kulkarni et al. 2021), and Quick

Ultra-Violet Kilonovae surveyor (QUVIK; Werner et al.

2023). Aside from confirming and characterizing a new

source of r-process nucleosythesis in the Universe, no-

vae breves in principle offer direct probes of the uncer-

tain baryon ejection process in magnetar GFs. They

may also provide insights into the magnetar-FRB con-

nection, particularly the compact magneto-ionic syn-

chrotron nebulae observed to surround repeating FRB

sources (e.g., Michilli et al. 2018), which require enor-

mous baryon injection rates, possibly from the accumu-

lation of many magnetar flares over decades or longer

(Margalit & Metzger 2019).

In this paper we expand upon the work of C24 by

conducting full nuclear reaction network calculations of

nucleosynthesis in magnetar GF ejecta, and then use

our results to construct a semi-analytic model of nova

brevis lightcurves. In Sec. 2 we summarize the key dy-

namical and thermodynamic quantities from C24 and

describe our nucleosynthesis calculations and lightcurve

model. Results for a fiducial model, as well as weaker

or more powerful GFs, all producing total ejecta mass

within the range required to explain the baryon ejection

from the 2004 flare from SGR 1806-20 are presented

in Sec. 3. Sec. 4 discusses implications of our results,

including the contribution from magnetar GFs to the

Galactic r-process inventory, detection prospects of no-

vae breves with optical/UV telescopes, and related top-

ics. We summarize our conclusions in Sec. 5.

2. MODEL DESCRIPTION

2.1. Crust Ablation in Giant Flares and Unbound

Ejecta Properties

Here we overview the hypothesized mechanism of mass

ejection from magnetar GFs, as supported by the hy-

drodynamic simulations of C24. We also summarize the

unbound ejecta properties used in our nucleosynthesis

calculations. A schematic picture of the mass ejection

and the site of its EM counterpart is given in Fig. 1. For

additional details and derivations of the quoted results,

see Appendix A.

We assume that energy released during a magnetar

GF acts to generate a pair-photon fireball above the

NS surface, which exerts an external pressure, Pext, on

the crust higher than in the pre-flare state. Because

the flare’s energy derives from the magnetic energy of

the magnetosphere, the latter’s magnetic energy density

defines a characteristic scale for the external pressure:

Pext ∼ Pmag =
B2

8π
≈ 4× 1028 erg cm−3

(
B

1015 G

)2

,

(1)

where B is the surface magnetic field strength. However,

note that Pext produced by the GF may locally differ

from the average Pmag across the whole magnetosphere,

so this mapping should be taken only as a rough esti-

mate (e.g., B need not correspond to the global dipole

field). Moreover, in some GF models the flare is pow-

ered by the much larger internal magnetic field of the

NS (Thompson & Duncan 1995; Thompson & Duncan

2001; Ioka 2001).

The external pressure Pext ≡ Pext,30 × 1030 erg cm−3

drives a shock into the surface layers of the NS (of

mass 1.4M1.4 M⊙ and radius 12R12 km), heating the

outer crust to a high thermal pressure. Once the flare

concludes, the pair-photon fireball is free to expand

to infinity along regions of the magnetosphere uncon-

fined by the remaining magnetic field, typically on the

light-crossing time, thus relieving the external pressure.

Then the hot, shock-compressed crustal material finds

itself over-pressurized with respect to its surroundings

and begins to decompress and accelerate off the sur-

face, akin to a spring uncoiling, with a portion of the

shocked crust being ejected into space. Specifically,

those outer layers of the crust which are shocked to a

specific enthalpy exceeding the NS gravitational binding

energy can be ejected. This critical condition defines

the maximum mass-depth within the crust contributing

to the unbound ejecta, and hence the total ejecta mass

(Eq. (A7)),

Mej [M⊙] ≈ 6.4× 10−8 P 1.43
ext,30R

5.43
12 M−2.43

1.4 . (2)

Given the applied external pressure, the Rank-

ine–Hugoniot jump conditions define the immediate

post-shock density, ρsh, and thermal energy density, esh,

of each unbound layer. Labeled by Lagrangian mass-

coordinate m ≤ Mej where m = 0 corresponds to the

outermost layer of the ejecta originating from magne-

tar surface, these follow profiles of the form (Eq. (A6),

(A8)),

ρsh(m) [g cm−3] ≈ 3.5× 1010M0.7
1.4R

−2.8
12

(
m

10−7M⊙

)0.7

;

(3)

esh(m) [erg g−1] ≈ 8.6×1019Pext,30M
−0.7
1.4 R2.8

12

(
m

10−7M⊙

)−0.7

.

(4)

Given an assumed equation of state, {ρsh(m), esh(m)}
can be mapped to the associated specific entropy profile

s(m) (e.g., Eq. (A15)). The latter is assumed to be con-

served during the decompression phase until significant

heating from nucleosynthesis begins.

Asymptotically, the velocity profile of the unbound

ejecta should approach that of approximately spherical
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Figure 1. Schematic illustration of the envisioned scenario of mass-ejection, r-process production, and nova brevis emission
following a magnetar GF. Matter unbound from the shocked NS crust flows outwards along temporarily open field lines,
ultimately reaching a homologous state characterized by radial stratification of the expansion velocity and entropy. While the
innermost layers primarily synthesize light seed-nuclei (A ≈ 80 − 100), faster expanding outer mass-layers undergo an α–rich
freeze-out, enabling the production of progressively heavier nuclei, including 2nd and 3rd r-process nuclei. The outermost
fastest layers expand so quickly that the r-process itself freezes-out prematurely, leaving a high abundance of free-neutrons.
Radioactive decay of r-process nuclei and neutrons powers the optical/UV nova brevis emission lasting up to several minutes.
Also potentially contributing to the ejecta heating is reprocessing by X-rays from the trapped e± fireball on the magnetar surface
(Sec. 4.3).

homologous expansion. Motivated by the hydrodynam-

ical simulations of C24, we adopt the approximate den-

sity profile,

ρ(v) =
3

4π

Mej

(v̄t)3

(v
v̄

)−6

. (5)

which corresponds to a velocity profile,

v(m)

c
=

v̄

c

(
m

Mej

)−1/3

≈ 0.2P
1/2
ext,30M

−0.8
1.4 R1.8

12

(
m

10−7M⊙

)−1/3

, (6)

where we take v̄ = 0.18c (Eq. (A10)). Thus, given an

assumed equation of state and an initial electron fraction

Ye at the depths in the outer NS crust of interest, the

profiles {s(m), ρ(m), v(m)} uniquely specify the initial

thermodynamic state and approximate expansion profile

of each ejecta layer, as described further in the next

section. Analytic estimates of other key quantities to

the nucleosynthesis outcome of each layer, such as the

expansion time through the region where alpha-particles

and seed nuclei form, are also provided in Appendix A

(though we do not make use of those estimates in our

nucleosynthesis calculations).

2.2. Nucleosynthesis Calculations

We employ the nuclear reaction network SkyNet (Lip-

puner & Roberts 2015, 2017) to calculate the nucleosyn-

thetic yields of the magnetar flare ejecta. SkyNet evolves

the abundances of 7843 species from free nucleons to
337Cn (Z = 112), with over 140,000 nuclear reactions;

it includes strong reaction rates from the JINA REA-

CLIB database (Cyburt et al. 2010), weak reaction rates

from Fuller et al. (1982); Oda et al. (1994); Langanke

& Mart́ınez-Pinedo (2000), and REACLIB, and sponta-

neous and neutron-induced fission rates from Frankel &

Metropolis (1947); Mamdouh et al. (2001); Wahl (2002);
Panov et al. (2010). The code uses a modified version

of the Helmholtz equation of state (EOS) of Timmes

& Swesty (2000) to calculate the entropy and include

internal partition functions separately for each nuclear

species (hereafter, Helmholtz EOS refers to this modified

version). Nuclear masses and partition functions are in-

cluded from the WebNucleo XML file distributed with

REACLIB (i.e., with experimental data where available

and otherwise using the FRDM mass model of Möller

et al. 2016).

We model the total ejecta Mej with a one dimen-

sional grid of N discrete zones. The n’th ejecta layer

contains a mass ∆mn where n = 1, 2, ..., N (therefore,∑N
n=1 ∆mn = Mej). We use the radial mass coordinate

m ∈ [0,Mej] to be ejected mass, such that m = 0(Mej)

corresponds to outermost(innermost) ejeca layer fur-

thest(closest) from the magnetar. The ejecta layers
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are logarithmically spaced with finer resolution near the

stellar surface (e.g. ∆m1 ≪ ∆mN ) and with the charac-

teristic mass coordinate for each layer taken to be at the

center of the layer. We follow a unique nucleosynthesis

evolution for each mass layer as the matter decompresses

away from the NS surface to lower densities and tem-

peratures. The initial state of each layer is determined

by the jump conditions across the shock (Appendix A;

Sec. 2.1). The temperature at this post-shock stage is

sufficiently high kBT ≫ 1 MeV that all nucleons are

free and the electron/positrons are relativistic. Alpha

particles form as a layer decompresses and temperature

drops to ≈ kBTα ≲ 1 MeV (Eq. (A16)). Because nucle-

osynthesis only really begins at alpha particle formation,

we have the freedom to start our SkyNet calculations

around or before this time. For the same reason, our fi-

nal results for the abundance distribution are not overly

sensitive to the details of the earliest phases of expansion

prior to alpha formation.

We adopt Lagrangian density trajectories of the gen-

eral form:

ρ(t) = ρD


(

t
tD

)−1

, t0 ≤ t ≤ tD(
t
tD

)−3

, t ≥ tD,
(7)

where t0 is the start time of the network calculation (af-

ter the shocked ejecta has already begun to decompress

off the surface; see below) and tD ≡ 2RNS/v is the time

for the layer to expand a distance comparable to the

NS diameter. This profile is motivated by the desire

to smoothly interpolate between an early phase of ap-

proximate planar one-dimensional constant-velocity ex-

pansion (t < tD) and a late-time three-dimensional ex-

pansion phase. Matching Eq. (7) to the density profile

achieved in the homologous phase (C24; Eq. (5)), pro-

vides the density normalization for each layer:

ρD=
3

4π

Mej

(tDv̄)3

(v
v̄

)−6

≈3.4× 106 g cm−3R−3
12

(
Mej

10−7M⊙

)(v
v̄

)−3

. (8)

The initial temperature of a given layer, T0 = T (t0), at

the start-time of the network calculation (t = t0 > 0), is

determined from the density ρ0 = ρ(t0) (Eq. (7)) and the

specific entropy s of the layer. The latter is calculated

from the Helmholtz EOS using the immediate post-shock

density ρsh ≈ 7ρcr and specific internal energy esh ≈
3Pext/ρsh, as determined from the jump conditions (see

discussion after Eqs. (3), (4)). We assume a radiation-

dominated γ = 4/3 shock, as justified given the high

entropy s ≳ 10kB baryon−1. The initial time t0 is chosen

such that the density and temperature start sufficiently

high (e.g., T0 > few MeV) to justify nuclear statistical

equilibrium in the initial state. We have verified that

our results for the final abundances and nuclear heating

rate are not sensitive to adopting earlier starting times.

We fiducially assume the same initial electron frac-

tion Ye(t0) = 0.44 for all ejecta layers. This choice is in-

formed by C24 (their Fig. 2), who find that Ye in the NS

crust spans a modest range 0.39–0.46 across mass-depths

Mej ≲ 10−6 M⊙ corresponding to the ejecta masses of

our models. However, we consider models with lower

and greater Ye given the possibility of aspherical mass

ejection and/or weak interactions which change Ye dur-

ing the ejection process (Sec. 3.3).

Each layer is evolved self-consistently out of NSE to

capture the full nucleosynthesis chain and resultant ra-

dioactive heating. A resolution of N = 30 ejecta layers

is adopted for all models presented in this work, which

we have checked is sufficient for convergence on the fi-

nal abundance distribution and nova brevis light-curve

properties (see Appendix C).

As an example, Fig. 2 shows the initial properties

of each mass layer m ≤ Mej for the fiducial model

(B = 6× 1015 G ⇒ Pext ≈ 1.4× 1030 erg cm−3 ⇒ Mej ≈
10−7M⊙; Sec. 3.1). The middle and bottom panels com-

pare various critical densities and temperatures, which

in descending order include the immediate post-shock

state; the start of the reaction network calculations; and

the time of alpha-particle formation (defined as when

the alpha-particle mass fraction Xα first reaches Ye, half

its maximum value of ≃ 2Ye). The top panel in Fig. 2

also shows the timescale of alpha-formation, tα. For

the power-law density trajectory of the form (7), tα also

equals the expansion time of the fluid element at α for-

mation {ρα, Tα}, which is one of the critical quantities

(along with the entropy and electron fraction) which en-

ters the analytic criterion for achieving an α-rich freeze-

out (Eq. (A19)). This value, shown with open circles in

Fig. 2, is comparable (within a factor of ≲ 3) to an inde-

pendent analytic estimate of tα derived in Appendix A

under different assumptions (Eq. (A18)), which we show

for comparison with solid circles.

2.3. Light Curve Model

We follow a semi-analytic layer-by-layer light curve

model for the nova brevis, similar to that presented in

Metzger (2019) in the context of kilonovae. The optical

depth external to a given layer of mass m and velocity

v (Eq. (6)) is

τ(v, t) =

∫ ∞

v

κ(v′, t)ρ(v′, t)dv′, (9)
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Figure 2. Ejecta properties for the fiducial model (Pext ≈
1.4×1030 erg cm−3; B = 6×1015 G) with N = 30 grid zones
represented by circles. The bottom two panels show the
temperature and density at three different times (in chrono-
logical order): immediately post-shock (black), at the start
of nucleosynthesis calculations (blue), and at α-formation
(red). The entropy shown in the top panel (black; left axis)
is calculated from the Helmholtz EOS using the immediate
post-shock properties and is assumed to be conserved during
the decompression phase from {ρsh, Tsh} → {ρα, Tα} and
is thus used to describe the ejecta state at the start of the
network calculations {ρ0, T0}. The top panel also shows the
expansion timescale through the α-particle formation region
tα = (ρD/ρα)tD based on our adopted Lagrangian density
trajectory (red circles; right axis) in comparison to an in-
dependent analytic estimate based on the initial expansion
speed of the layer (solid red dots; Eq. (A18)).

where the density profile ρ ∝ v−6 is given by Eq. (8)

and

κ(t) =

Xp(t)κp +Xακα +Xseedκseed +X2ndκ2nd +X3rdκ3rd,

(10)

is the opacity of the layer in question. Here, we define

separate contributions to the opacity from protons (κp ≈
0.38 cm2 g−1), alpha-particles (κα ≈ σT /2mp ≈ 0.2 cm2

g−1 assuming full ionization, a reasonable approxima-

tion given the high temperatures of interest), light seed

nuclei near or just above the Fe-peak (κseed ≈ 0.5 cm2

g−1), second-peak/light r-process nuclei (κ2nd ≈ 3 cm2

g−1), and third-peak r-process nuclei (κ3rd ≈ 20 cm2

g−1). The fiducial r-process opacity values adopted here

are rough estimates based on atomic structure calcula-

tions (e.g., Kasen et al. 2013; Tanaka et al. 2020), but

our results are not overly sensitive to these assumptions.

We account for the changing proton fraction Xp(t) as a

result of free neutron decay over the duration of the

transient (see Sec. 3 for further discussion). The abun-

dances of most nuclei and the α-particles are approx-

imately constant over timescales relevant to the light-

curve, t ≳ 10 s.

Numerically integrating Eq. (9), we obtain the time-

dependent optical depth τ(t) for each layer. The ho-

mologous condition r = vt connects the velocity to the

radius of each layer, from which the radial optical depth

profile τ(r) at any time follows. Since our simulation

grid consists of a discrete number of layers, we linearly

interpolate between the optical depth at these radii to

achieve a smooth radial profile.

Now it is straightforward to determine the evolution of

two locations in the ejecta critical to the emission. First

we consider the diffusion surface, located at τ(r) = c/v,

and corresponding to mass coordinate Mdiff(t) above

which the photon diffusion time is shorter than the dy-

namical expansion timescale of the ejecta, thus enabling

radiation to escape without significant adiabatic losses.

By contrast, radiation released below the diffusion sur-

face, m > Mdiff(t), experiences sizable adiabatic losses

(i.e., is “trapped”) and hence its contribution to the

light-curve can be neglected (we check this approxima-

tion at the end of this section). The diffusion surface

passes through a given mass shell on a timescale which

can be roughly approximated as (e.g., Khatami & Kasen

2019)

tpk(m) ≈
(
κ(tpk)m

4πvc

)1/2

. (11)

Ejecta layers above the diffusion surface can further

be divided into two regions, separated by the photo-

sphere Mph(t) located at τ(r) ≈ 2/3. Layers below the

photosphere are optically thick, while those above the

photosphere are optically-thin and will radiate with a

different spectrum, as discussed below.

Each ejecta layer experiences a unique nucleosynthesis

evolution (Sec. 3), and hence will experience a different

radioactive heating rate. The specific heating rate of a

given layer m can be written as

q̇heat(m, t) = fth(m, t)q̇(m, t), (12)

where q̇(m, t) is the specific radioactive power of layer m

(the total power,mq̇(m, t), is shown in Fig. 3 for the fidu-

cial model) and fth ≤ 1 is the thermalization efficiency;

the latter accounts for the fraction of the radioactive de-

cay power that shares its energy with the plasma and is

available to be radiated, instead of being lost to neutri-

nos or escaping gamma-rays (e.g., Metzger et al. 2010;
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Barnes et al. 2016; Hotokezaka et al. 2016). Given the

high ejecta densities at times of interest, we assume that

100% of the kinetic energy of β–decay electrons is ther-

malized with the plasma (e.g., Metzger et al. 2010). A

conservative estimate of the thermalization timescale ac-

counting only for bremsstrahlung losses (Metzger et al.

2010) shows this to be a good assumption for all ejecta

layers at early times t < 103 s corresponding to the

peak of the light-curve. Thus, we have fth,n ≈ 0.38

for heating due to free-neutron β–decay because 38% of

the decay energy goes into the β–decay electron while

the remaining 62% goes into the escaping neutrino (e.g.,

Kulkarni 2005). The radioactive heating from light r-

process elements is also dominated by β–decays, but in

this case typically only ∼ 25% of the decay energy goes

into the fast-electron while ∼ 40% goes into gamma-rays

(e.g., Barnes et al. 2016, their Fig. 4). A gamma-ray will

deposit its energy in the ejecta with a probability given

by τ(κγ/κ), where κγ ≈ 0.2 cm2 g−1 is an estimate of

the opacity to β–decay gamma-rays of typical energy

≈ 0.5 MeV (e.g., Metzger et al. 2010). The combined

efficiency of neutron and r-process heating can thus be

written:

fth(t)=0.38
q̇n(t)

q̇(t)

+
q̇r(t)

q̇(t)

[
0.25 + 0.4 {1− exp (−τ(t)κγ/κ(t))}

]
,(13)

where q̇n(t) and q̇r(t) = q̇(t) − q̇n(t) are the contribu-

tions to the radioactive power from free neutrons and

r-process elements, respectively (we show these as sep-

arate dashed and dotted lines for the fiducial model in

Fig. 4; see Appendix B for derivation of free neutron

decay power).

Arnett’s law dictates that the radiated luminosity at

any time can be estimated as the total radioactive heat-

ing above the diffusion shell (Arnett 1980). This emis-

sion can be divided into that emitted in optically-thick

and optically-thin regions of the ejecta. The luminosity

of optically-thick emission corresponds to the radioac-

tive heating of those shells between the diffusion shell

and the photosphere, i.e., Lph =
∫Mdiff

Mph
q̇heatdm. This

emission component is assumed to radiate as a black-

body spectrum at a temperature

Tph =

(
Lph

4πσR2
ph

)1/4

, (14)

where Rph is the photosphere radius.

The luminosity of optically-thin or “nebular” emis-

sion corresponds to the total radioactive heating rate

released by ejecta layers above the photosphere, i.e.,

Lneb =
∫Mph

0
q̇heatdm. Although a crude approximation,

we also adopt a Maxwellian spectrum for the optically-

thin emission, with an assumed effective temperature

Teff = 6000K motivated by supernova nebular emis-

sion, particularly its quasi-thermal spectral shape and

peak (see discussion in Barnes & Metzger 2022 for jus-

tification). While most supernovae do not contain siz-

able r-process elements, we may expect the nebular line

emission from light seed nuclei to be similar to those of

the Fe-rich ejecta of e.g. Type Ia supernovae. When

assessing the detectability of the nova brevis emission

we shall consider the uncertainty associated with this

choice by exploring how our results change if we neglect

the optically-thin component altogether (i.e., if we as-

sume Lneb = 0).

Together, the radiation from the optically-thick and

optically-thin regions with their respective spectral en-

ergy distributions, contribute to the photometric band

evolution (see Fig. 4 for the fiducial model). For a source

at distance d, the AB magnitude of emission at observ-

ing frequency ν is calculated by summing the optically-

thick and optically-thin contributions to the flux accord-

ing to:

Fν =Fν, ph + Fν, neb

=
1

4d2σSB

[
Lph

T 4
ph

Bν(Tph) +
Lneb

T 4
eff

Bν(Teff)

]
(15)

Finally, we note that our assumption that the transient

luminosity at time t follows the instantaneous radioac-

tive heating of all layers with tdiff < t relies on the

implicit assumption that thermal energy deposited at

smaller radii/earlier times (t ≪ tdiff), correcting for adi-

abatic losses until tdiff , is negligible relative to the ther-

mal energy deposited over the recent expansion time.

This assumption is valid provided that the radioactive

heating rate decays sufficiently shallowly, e.g. δ ≤ 2 if

Q̇ ∝ t−δ since δ ≈ 2 corresponds to the energy loss rate

via adiabatic expansion of radiation dominated matter.

This condition is satisfied for our radioactive heating

law, as shown in the top panel of Fig. 4 with a dashed

line to guide the eye.

3. RESULTS

3.1. Fiducial Model

3.1.1. Nucleosynthesis Yields

Detailed results from the nuclear reaction network cal-

culations are shown in Fig. 3 for the fiducial model: fi-

nal nucleosynthesis yields (top panel), radioactive power

(middle panel), and time evolution of the total ejecta

composition highlighting key nucleosynthesis phases.

The 30 ejecta layers are binned into 5 groups of 6 lay-
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ers each; the mass-weighted contributions to the total

abundances and radioactive power of each bin are il-

lustrated by a qualitative color scheme, with greener

lines representing bins containing layers closer to the

ejecta surface (m = 0) and bluer lines indicating bins

with deeper ejecta layers (m = Mej). We describe below

the differing nucleosynthesis trends from the outer ejecta

to the inner ejecta, showing how they together produce

the mass-weighted total ejecta properties represented by

black lines.

The outermost ejecta layers experience extremely

rapid expansion tα ∼ 10−2 ms with high initial entropy

s ≳ 200 kB baryon−1 (Fig. 2). These are the requi-

site conditions for a successful hot r-process via the α-

rich freeze-out mechanism (Meyer et al. 1992), as de-

scribed qualitatively in Sec. 1. In NSE with high en-

tropy and Ye < 0.5, protons efficiently convert into α-
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particles via (the effective reaction) 2n + 2p → α + γ

at t ∼ tα corresponding to T9 ≈ 10 (Fig. 2), with

the leftover neutrons remaining free. When the ejecta

cools to T9 ≈ 5, carbon is produced by combina-

tion of “normal” and neutron-aided 3α-reactions (i.e.,
4He(α, γ)8Be(α, γ)12C and 4He(αn, γ)9Be(α, n)12C, re-

spectively), enabling chain production of successively

heavier nuclei up to the Fe-group (A ≈ 60) via (α, γ) re-

actions (e.g., Woosley & Hoffman 1992). However, this

α-ladder freezes out by T9 ≈ 2.5, which, for high en-

tropy and/or rapid expansion time-scales, occurs before

α-particles are efficiently converted to seed nuclei. Thus,

fewer seed nuclei are produced and a large fraction of

the mass is instead trapped in inert α-particles, thereby

providing a greater neutron to seed ratio and hence en-

abling the subsequent r-process to proceed to heavier

nuclei, potentially up to the third peak (A ≈ 190) or

beyond. Indeed, we find substantial α-particles and a

moderate fraction of third-peak nuclei at the end of the

evolution, as shown in the top panel of Fig. 3.

In the outermost layers with the shortest expan-

sion timescales, the density drops so rapidly that

even the n-capture reactions themselves freeze-out (e.g.,

Mumpower et al. 2012) despite the free neutron mass-

fraction remaining sizable (e.g., Goriely et al. 2014; Met-

zger et al. 2015; Lippuner & Roberts 2015). This is

evident by the plateau in the free neutron fraction at

Xn ≈ 0.02 at t ≳ 10−2 s, indicating neutron cap-

tures have ceased and the r-process has frozen out.

Thus, it is not the extremal outer-most ejecta lay-

ers (m/Mej ≲ 0.05), but rather those slightly further

in (0.05 ≲ m/Mej ≲ 0.1) that undergo a strong α-

rich freeze-out but not a significant n-capture freeze-

out, which dominantly contribute to the third r-process

peak. The residual free neutrons in the outermost ejecta

layers decay to protons with a lifetime τn ≈ 15 minutes,

as indicated by the blue shaded region. The energy re-

leased from neutron decay is visible at t ∼ τn in the

radioactive heating of the outer ejecta layers, ultimately

producing a subtle “bump” in the total mass-averaged

heating rate.

In deeper ejecta layers, a robust third peak r-process

is not achieved for the fiducial model. The low entropy

and slower expansion timescales are insufficient to sup-

press seed formation enough to enable a high ratio of

neutrons to seed nuclei. However, a weaker α freeze-out

still occurs, resulting in production up to the second

peak (A ≈ 130) in significant quantities, with some such

nuclei produced in mass fractions comparable to that

of seed and light r-process nuclei (A ≈ 90). The deep-

est ejecta layers, with the lowest fraction of left-over α-

particles, contribute much of the prominent seed/light

r-process peak in the final abundance distribution.

In summary, the abundance pattern of the entire

ejecta receives contributions from different ejecta lay-

ers characterized by distinct nucleosynthetic paths.

The fastest outermost layers primarily contribute free-

neutrons and α-particles due to a strong α-rich freeze-

out and a premature n-capture freeze-out preventing sig-

nificant r-nuclei production. At greater depths but still

well within the outer ejecta, a strong α-rich freeze-out

occurs with a weaker n-capture freeze-out, thus produc-

ing most of the 3rd peak r-process in the ejecta. The re-

mainder of the ejecta at greater depths exhibits a natural

continuum of this behavior as the dominant nuclei pro-

duction shifts down to second-peak r-process and light

r-process/Fe-group in the moderately deep layers, and

exclusively to light-r-process/seed nuclei in the deepest

layers. These layer-by-layer contributions are illustrated

schematically in Fig. 1.

The condition to achieve an α-rich freeze-out can be

framed in terms of an approximate analytic criterion

based on the ratio ζ ≡ s3/tαY
3
e (Eq. (A19); Hoffman

et al. 1997), where higher values of ζ result in a higher

neutron-to-seed ratio and hence the synthesis of heavier

elements (see extensive discussion in Appendix A). In

the top panel of Fig. 5, we show the range of ζ achieved

by the ejecta layers of the fiducial model (B15 = 6),

illustrating that the approximate threshold value of ζ

required to reach the 3rd r-process peak (horizontal gray

bar) is indeed achieved most robustly by the faster outer

ejecta layers.

3.1.2. Light Curves

Here we present the nova brevis light curve for the

fiducial model, calculated as described in Sec. 2. We

decompose the total radioactive heating into the con-

tributions from free neutrons and r-process nuclei, ac-

counting for the different thermalization efficiencies of

each (Eq. 13), as shown in the top panel of Fig. 4. De-

cay of r-process nuclei dominates the heating rate for

most of the evolution, but free neutron decay dominates

at times t ∼ τn ∼ 900 s. As shown in the second panel,

the heating is shared among three regions of the ejecta:

(1) the “trapped” region below the diffusion shell from

which radiation is not able to diffuse outwards over a

dynamical timescale (below the solid black line); (2) the

optically-thick “photosphere” emission region above the

diffusion shell but below the photosphere (shaded red);

and (2) the optically-thin emission region above the pho-

tosphere (shaded blue). By t ≈ 180 s, the diffusion shell

has receded through all mass layers to the center of the

ejecta, after which all the thermalized radioactive heat-
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ing contributes to the escaping radiation. The full neb-

ular phase begins at t ≈ 500 s when the photosphere has

also receded to the ejecta center, such that all of the

emission now occurs from optically-thin regions.

The evolution of the bolometric luminosity shown in

panel three, results from the evolving distribution of

mass between the three regions described above. The

latter in turn arises from the non-uniform opacity struc-

ture of the ejecta corresponding to the radial distribu-

tion of different nuclei through the ejecta (Fig. 1). At

early times t ≲ 20 s, the diffusion shell recedes through

the ejecta at a slightly faster rate than the photosphere

and thus the mass contained between the two surfaces

(which contributes to the observed radiation) increases

at a faster rate than the mass contained above the pho-

tosphere (note the logarithmic scale); this results in the

photospheric emission increasing faster than the opti-

cally thin emission. This behavior is also reflected as an

increase in the photosphere emission temperature (dot-

ted line in panel 2, right y-axis). The opposite is true

for 20 ≲ t [s] ≲ 100, where the mass contained in be-

tween the photosphere and diffusion shell is decreasing,

resulting in a decline in the photosphere luminosity and

temperature.

The diffusion shell exhibits a notable “knee”-like fea-

ture around t ≈ 100 s. This corresponds to when the

diffusion shell has receded to the inner ejecta layers

containing primarily seeds and light r-process nuclei,

which contribute significantly less opacity compared to

the larger abundances of second-peak and heavier nu-

clei in the exterior layers. The diffusion shell thus re-

cedes through these low-opacity layers more quickly,

while the photosphere is still receding slowly through

the high opacity layers above it. During this time, mass

in the previously-trapped region quickly accumulates in

the photospheric region, generating a steeply rising pho-

tospheric temperature and luminosity. This continues

until the diffusion shell reaches the innermost edge of

the ejecta at t ≈ 180 s, corresponding to the peak lumi-

nosity Lpk ≈ 3×1039 erg s−1. After this point, the light

curve monotonically decreases since there is no remain-

ing trapped ejecta yet to become visible and the total

heating rate in the ejecta is declining.

Finally, absolute magnitudes in the AB system, calcu-

lated from the weighted combination of photosphere and

optically thin emission (Eq. 15), are shown in the bot-

tom panel with solid colored lines. The total spectral en-

ergy distribution peaks at all times in the near-infrared

bands, reflecting the dominant contributions from the

lower temperature (Teff = 6000K) of the assumed opti-

cally thin emission. The bump in the U -band light curve

arises from the spike in the bolometric luminosity that

occurs near peak (t ≈ 200 s) since around this time the

emission becomes dominated by the photosphere com-

ponent, with Tph ≈ (3-4)×104K ≫ Teff , which enhances

the contribution to the bluer bands.

Due to the large uncertainties associated with as-

signing a 6000K blackbody spectrum to the nebular-

phase emission, we also show with dotted lines light-

curves calculated based only on the photospheric emis-

sion. As expected due to the high photosphere tem-

peratures Tph ≳ 2 × 104 K, the spectrum in this case

peaks at ultraviolet frequencies. These “photosphere

only” light-curves provide a conservative lower bound in

the predicted emission since they neglect any optically

thin emission contribution altogether.

3.2. Impact of Varying the Flare Strength

Now we explore models of various flare strengths,

chosen to sample a range of total ejecta mass ∼
10−8–10−6M⊙ similar to the ejecta mass range in-

ferred based on modeling the 2004 GF’s radio afterglow

(Gelfand et al. 2005; Granot et al. 2006). Our models

are parameterized by B15 ≡ B/(1015 G) = {3, 6, 9, 13}
(Eq. 1), where B15 = 6 corresponds to the fiducial model

already described. We reiterate that the magnetic field

here is just a convenient way to parameterize the ex-

ternal pressure generated by a given GF, which need

not represent the magnetar’s large-scale dipole field (see

Sec. 2.1). All other parameters remain unchanged from

the fiducial case.

Nucleosynthesis yields and bolometric light-curves for

the model suite are presented in Fig. 5. One key fea-

ture of our results is that lower-energy flares produce

a larger mass-fraction of heavy r-process nuclei. This

can be understood by considering how the shock energy

∝ B2 (Eq. 1) is distributed over the total ejecta mass

Mej ∝ B3 (Eq. 2). The shock deposits more energy per

gram of ejecta for lower values of B, enhancing the spe-

cific entropy of a given ejecta layer. The combination

of greater specific entropy and slower expansion time-

scale through α-formation tα, more readily satisfy the

Hoffman et al. (1997) criterion for a robust r-process as

shown in the top panel of 5. Indeed, comparison of the

the nucleosynthesis yields for different models (middle

panel) makes evident that a stronger α-rich freeze-out

is achieved as we reduce B.

However, the strongest flare B15 = 13 achieves a more

robust third peak A ≈ 190 than the weaker flares, de-

spite possessing a lower Hoffman et al. (1997) metric,

ζ. While this metric can delineate which ejecta achieves

a robust α-rich freeze-out, it does not directly probe

the efficiency of the neutron capture freeze-out. The

B15 = 13 model does achieve a weaker α-rich freeze-out
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emission, given uncertainties in the SED of the optically thin emission.



13

than the less energetic flares, consistent with its lower

ζ value; however, in the outer ∼ 10% of ejecta layers

(those that contribute to the total third peak abun-

dance) the freeze-out of n-captures is suppressed suf-

ficiently that the ratio of (capturable) neutrons to seed

nuclei is actually enhanced compared to the B15 = 6, 9

models, enabling synthesis of heavier nuclei. Although

not shown here, we have confirmed that this trend con-

tinues with greater flare strengths. This implies that for

sufficiently rapid expansion time-scales, one must also

consider the strength of n-capture freeze-out, in addi-

tion to the ζ metric, to make more detailed predictions

of the mass distribution between neutrons, α-particles,

and heavy nuclei during the r-process.

Irrespective of how mass is distributed between the

r-process abundance peaks, the total r-process mass

fraction, Xr, increases with flare strength. We find

Xr ≈ 0.27, 0.44, 0.49, and 0.57 for B15 = 3, 6, 9, 13,

respectively. This can be understood with same argu-

ments as above, however, instead of considering only

the ejecta layers which contribute to the third r-process

peak, we consider the total ejecta, since all layers achieve

at least a first peak r-process. Then it is evident that,

averaged over the total ejecta, the n-capture freeze-

out grows disproportionately weaker compared to the

α-freeze-out, enabling more mass to accumulate in r-

process nuclei. In other words, the ratio between frozen

α-particles and frozen neutrons (and therefore, the neu-

tron to seed ratio) is increasing monotonically with flare

strength due to slower expansion time-scales.

The enhanced opacity from the greater r-process pro-

duction in stronger flares could in principle play a role in

the light-curve evolution of the nova brevis, particularly

during the optically thick phase; however, in practice

the order ∼ 10% increase in the r-process mass fraction

has only a minor effect on the primary transient prop-

erties compared to the trends which follow simply from

the overall larger ejecta mass. As expected, stronger

flares with greater ejecta masses generate brighter and

longer duration transients (Fig. 5, bottom panel).

3.3. Impact of Varying the Electron Fraction

We have thus far considered models with Ye = 0.44.

This estimate assumes the ejecta mass is excavated uni-

formly across the entire neutron star surface. The fact

that the pulsating X-ray tail emission was not blocked

by the ejecta in either of the two Galactic giant flares

supports that a modest fraction of the magnetar was

shrouded by the ejecta (Granot et al. 2006), consistent

with the one-sided outflow inferred from VLBI imag-

ing (Taylor et al. 2005) for the 2004 GF. This implies

that the mass ejected by the shock may have been ex-
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Figure 5. Magnetar GF properties varying the external
pressure generated by the magnetar GF (equivalently, sur-
face magnetic field strength B; Eq. (1)) compared to the
fiducial model (Pext = 1.4 × 1030 erg cm−3; B15 = 6). The
middle panel shows the total final abundance patterns (mass-
weighted across each layer of the ejecta), while the bottom
panel shows the bolometric nova brevis light-curves. The
top panel shows, for each model as marked along the top,
the spread across the ejecta layers m ∈ [0,Mej] of the critical
parameter ζ ≡ s3/tαY

3
e (Eq. (A19)) relative to the analytic

threshold necessary to achieve third-peak r-process via the α-
rich freeze-out. The mass-weighted average ζ for each model
represented by a dot lies towards the lower end of the spread
in ζ since the outer ejecta layers characterized by relatively
large ζ make up only a small fraction of the total ejecta mass
(due to the logarithmically spaced mass grid; Sec. 2)
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cavated from some fraction < 1 of the neutron star sur-

face, and thus from greater radial depths within the NS

crust possessing lower Ye than assumed in spherically

symmetric ejection. We show two lower values of Ye for

a high flare strength (B15 = 13) capable of excavating

Mej ≈ 10−6M⊙ in Fig. 6. We consider only the high flare

strength in this Ye parameter exploration as it is more

likely to unbind deeper low Ye crustal material. We also

show a model with greater Ye, to account for the pos-

sibility that high energy flares can shock heat the crust

sufficiently to enable rapid e−/+ absorption (C24), the

effects of which may be to increase or decrease Ye from

its initial (pre-shock) value. Self consistent treatment of

these weak interactions to determine the resultant Ye is

beyond the scope of the current work.

As expected, we find that models with greater neutron

excess produce a greater total mass fraction of r-process

nuclei. For example, the Ye = 0.36 model yields approx-

imately 80% r-process nuclei by mass. The distribution

of mass between the abundance peaks is also sensitive

to the electron fraction, as shown in the top panel of

Fig. 6, where lower Ye models produce fewer seeds/light

r-process nuclei, and more second peak nuclei. The

greater mass fraction of r-process nuclei in low Ye models

leads to the generation of more radioactive decay energy,

thus enhancing the luminosity of the nova brevis light-

curve (bottom panel, Fig. 6). The variations in mass

distribution across the abundnace peaks significantly af-

fects the opacity and therefore the light-curve shape and

duration, as evident by the double peaked feature and

longer (second) peak time-scale in the Ye = 0.36 light-

curve due to the large opacity contribution from the

substantial abundances of second peak nuclei.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Implications for Galactic Chemical Evolution

To what extent can magnetar GFs contribute to the

heavy-element enrichment of the Galaxy? Given the

total Galactic abundances of r-process elements at the

present day, the contribution from any potential r-

process site can be expressed as the product of the r-

process mass yield per event, Mr, and the event rate, R
(e.g., Hotokezaka et al. 2018), as illustrated schemati-

cally in Figure 7. For example, if the neutrino-driven

winds of all proto-NSs were to successfully create r-

process nuclei2, then their estimated per-explosion yield

of ∼ 10−5–10−4M⊙ (e.g., Meyer et al. 1992) times the

Galactic rate of core-collapse SNe ∼ 104 Myr−1 (e.g.,

2 Existing studies suggest that such winds generally do not achieve
the requisite conditions for alpha-rich freeze-out (e.g., Thompson
et al. 2001; however see Nevins & Roberts 2023).
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Figure 6. Nucleosynthesis yields and nova brevis light-
curves varying Ye of the unbound ejecta of a high flare
strength model (B = 13×1015 G) achieving Mej ≈ 10−6M⊙.
The top panel shows the total final abundance patterns
(mass-weighted across each layer of the ejecta), while the
bottom panel shows the bolometric nova brevis light-curves.

Adams et al. 2013) suggests a potential contribution

corresponding to ∼ 10–100% of the Galactic r-process

abundances.

C24 found that across a range of flare energies (pres-

sures) magnetar GFs can eject up to ∼ 10−6M⊙ of bary-

onic material, in the case of a particularly strong flare.

Our simulations reveal that a fraction ≲ 80% is syn-

thesized into r-process nuclei (Sec. 3), corresponding to

an r-process mass yield Mr ≲ 8 × 10−7M⊙ per Galac-

tic GF. Given an estimated present day Galactic GF

rate of roughly once per decade to once per century

(Beniamini et al. 2019; Burns et al. 2021) and given

the star-formation rate (and hence magnetar-formation

rate) was higher early in the history of the Milky Way

than today, this suggests that Galactic Magnetar GF
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likely contribute at least ∼ 1–10% of the Galactic r-

process, as illustrated by the purple region in Fig. 7.

The observed properties of cosmological FRB sources,

particularly those which are seen to repeat over

timescales as long as decades (e.g., Spitler et al. 2016),

point to much stronger flaring activity than that exhib-

ited by magnetars in our own Galaxy. If the most pow-

erful FRBs are accompanied by baryon ejection similar

to Galactic magnetar GF, then given the higher rate

of bursting activity, even a single such “hyper-active”

magnetar could, over its lifetime, eject a much larger

quantity of NS crustal material ≳ 10−5–10−4M⊙ and

corresponding r-process mass, Mr ≳ 10−6–10−5M⊙. In

particular, the enormous rotation measure ≳ 105 rad

m−2 of the repeating FRB source 121102 (Michilli et al.

2018) was found to require ∼ 10−5–10−4M⊙ of total

baryons injected into a magnetized nebula surrounding

the FRB source over a timescale of several decades or

longer (Margalit & Metzger 2018). Despite their com-

paratively large r-process output, the birth-rates of the

hyper-active magnetar population needed to explain the

cosmological FRB population are likely 2–4 orders of

magnitude less than the core-collapse supernova rate

(Margalit et al. 2020); thus, even the FRB-powering

magnetar population is likely to contribute ∼ 1–10%

of the total r-process production rate, indicated by the

light blue-green region in Fig. 7.

In summary, magnetar GFs likely contribute sub-

dominantly to total r-process production in the Galaxy.

However, unlike NS mergers, they represent an r-process

source that will usually promptly follow star-formation,

similar to core-collapse supernovae (except for magne-

tars produced through rare alternative channels such as

accretion-induced collapse; e.g., Margalit et al. 2019).

As such, absent other sources of the r-process at low

metallicity, magnetar GFs may contribute an important

source of enrichment for the most metal-poor stars found

in the Galactic halo and nearby dwarf galaxies.

4.2. Nova Brevis Detection Prospects

At first glance, the likelihood to detect a nova brevis

transient blindly with UV/optical surveys would appear

to be exceptionally low, given their brief peak durations

≲ 15 minutes. However, we highlight two potential de-

tection strategies. One are GFs from Galactic or Lo-

cal Group magnetars, for which, given their favorable

proximity, the nova brevis signal is sufficiently bright

to observe even with a relatively modest-sized telescope

provided it either has an enormous field-of-view covering

a significant fraction of the sky, or is otherwise continu-

ously monitoring the locations of known Galactic mag-

netars (one can imagine targeting magnetars showing
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Figure 7. Approximate rates and r-process mass yields
of Galactic magnetar GFs (purple) and FRB magnetars
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process mass, as labeled.

recent X-ray flaring activity, possibly presaging a GF;

e.g., Hurley et al. 2005; Boggs et al. 2007; Gill & Heyl

2010). As shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 8, our

fiducial light-curve model exhibits a peak G-band mag-

nitude of mAB ≈ 8 for a source distance of 15 kpc, well

above the detection sensitivity of extant very wide-field

monitors such as EVRYSCOPE which covers approxi-

mately 38% of the night sky with a 2-minute cadence

(Corbett et al. 2023). This high detection probability

remains true, even considering the large uncertainties as-

sociated with the emission from optically-thin portions

of the flare ejecta (as indicated by the gray shaded region

in Fig. 8).

Another potential avenue to detect even extragalac-

tic nova brevis is by rapid slewing of an (narrower field)

optical/UV telescope, following a trigger from a gamma-

ray satellite. Magnetar GFs exhibit similar duration and

hardness properties to “short GRBs” from NS mergers

(e.g., Zhang et al. 2020; Burns et al. 2021), and there

is already a great interest in getting onto the source

as early as possible to detect the earliest phases of the

merger kilonova (e.g., Metzger et al. 2018; Arcavi 2018).

Several wide-field UV satellites with time-domain ca-

pabilities are planned over the next decade, including

the Ultraviolet Transient Astronomy Satellite (ULTRA-

SAT, launch date 2027; Sagiv et al. 2014), Ultraviolet

Explorer (UVEX; Kulkarni et al. 2021), and the Czech

Quick Ultra-Violet Kilonovae surveyor (QUVIK; Werner
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Figure 8. Top panel: NUV-band (centered around 2500Å)
light curves for the fiducial (B15 = 6; solid lines) and a
more energetic (B15 = 9; dotted lines) GF model, for an
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G-band light-curve for a Galactic source at a distance of
d = 15 kpc. Estimated sensitivity ranges for ULTRASAT
and EVRYSCOPE (both assuming a slew time of 60 s) are
shown in the top and bottom panels, respectively.

et al. 2023). We focus on ULTRASAT, which will reach

a 5σ sensitivity of 22.4 AB magnitude in the NUV bands

(hν ≈ 5 eV) across an instantaneous field of view of

≈ 200 deg2 for a 900 second (15 minute) integration

(Sagiv et al. 2014).3 The top panel of Fig. 8 shows the

fiducial NUV light-curve falls just within ULTRASAT’s

sensitivity range for a source at 5 Mpc and assuming

(optimistically) ≈ 60 s delay before slewing; a stronger

flare at the same distance (corresponding to our B15 = 9

model) more easily surpasses detection constraints due

to its slower evolution and brighter peak (5 Mpc is ap-

proximately the distance out to which an extragalac-

tic GF of energy ≳ 1045 erg should be observed every

decade; e.g., Burns et al. 2021). Extragalactic novae

breves from lower energy flares (e.g., Fig. 5) will be more

3 UVEX will possess sensitivity extending also into the FUV and
reaching an AB magnitude depth of 24.5 for a 900 s integration
(Kulkarni et al. 2021), roughly a factor of 6 deeper than ULTRA-
SAT. However, UVEX’s smaller instantaneous field of view ≈ 12
deg2, results in a comparable survey speed time to ULTRASAT.

challenging to detect, due to their more rapid evolution

and lower peak luminosities.

4.3. Impact of X-ray Heating

The brief bursts of γ−ray emission from the 1998

flare of SGR1900+14 and the 2004 flare of SGR1806-20

were followed by luminous tails of X-ray emission last-

ing several minutes, modulated on the rotational period

of the magnetar (Feroci et al. 2001; Hurley et al. 2005).

This emission arises from the hot, slowly evaporating e±

plasma fireball trapped within the NS magnetosphere

(e.g., Feroci et al. 2001). The luminosity of the X-ray

tail could be fit to the following functional form (e.g.,

Hurley et al. 2005):

LX(t) = L0

(
1− t

tevap

)p

. (16)

For the SGR 1806-20 flare, tevap = 382 s, p ≈ 1.5, L0 ≈
Etail/tevap ≈ 3 × 1041d215 erg s−1, where Etail ≈ 1.2 ×
1044d215 erg, and d = 15d15 kpc is the source distance

(Svirski et al. 2011). Here we consider what impact

irradiation of the ejecta by this luminous X-ray emission

might have on the nova brevis signal.

A fraction of LX can act to heat the baryonic ejecta,

depending on the solid angle ∆Ω the latter subtends

as seen from the NS surface and the ejecta albedo (frac-

tion of the incident X-rays scattered instead of being ab-

sorbed). The covering fraction is likely small ∆Ω ≪ 4π,

because the ejecta apparently did not block most of the

X-ray emission from either SGR1900+14 or SGR1806-

20. The ejecta albedo depends on the ratio of its scatter-

ing κes to its absorptive (bound-free) opacity κbf . Most

of the X-ray tail is emitted at photon energies ∼ 10–

20 keV (e.g., Hurley et al. 2005). Although the photo-

ionization cross section of neutral r-process elements at

these energies is a factor of ∼ 100 times higher than the

Thomson cross-section, the opacity to electron scatter-

ing is still likely to compete or dominate due to the very

high ionization level of the ejecta. In particular, the

ejecta will be highly photo-ionized by the X-rays emis-

sion, as indicated by the high ionization parameter:

ξ =
LX

nejR2
ej

≈ 6× 104 erg cm s−1

(
LX

3× 1041 erg s−1

)
×
(

t

300s

)(
∆Ω

4π

)( v

0.2c

)( Mej

10−7M⊙

)−1

, (17)

where nej ≡ (Mej/∆ΩR3
ejmp) and Rej ≈ vt are the ejecta

density and characteristic radius on timescales t ≲ tevap
relevant to the X-ray tail phase.

Given such high ionization fractions ξ ≳ 104 − 105,

most of the valence shell electrons to be stripped (e.g.,
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Kallman et al. 2021, their Fig. 2), giving rise to a small

ratio κbf/κes ≪ 1 and hence high albedo.

A more detailed photo-ionization calculation beyond

the scope of this paper would be required to deter-

mine the fraction η ≈ (∆Ω/4π)κbf/κes of LX(t) ab-

sorbed by and used to heat the ejecta. Nevertheless,

even for modest values of η, the resulting contribution

to the transient’s luminosity might compete with that

from radioactivity alone. Fig. 9 shows ηLX(t) (using LX

from Eq. (16), for parameters fit to the 2004 flare from

SGR1806-20) in comparison to the bolometric nova bre-

vis light-curve of the fiducial model (Fig. 4). We see

that for high values η ≳ 10−2, X-ray heating could in

principle compete with radioactively-powered emission,

potentially enhancing the transient luminosity and de-

tection prospects relative to the baseline model. How-

ever, because most of the X-ray heating occurs prior to

peak luminosity when the ejecta is still optically thick,

a radiative transfer calculation (accounting, e.g., for the

depth into the ejecta where X-ray heating occurs) would

be required to more precisely quantify this effect on the

light-curve. We leave such a detailed calculation to fu-

ture work.

4.4. Gamma-Ray Line Diagnostics

Gamma-rays released from the decay of r-process nu-

clei that are absorbed by the ejecta act as a source of

heating and were taken into account in our light-curve

calculations (Eq. 13). However, a fraction of the gamma-

rays are not absorbed and will begin to escape the ejecta

once the latter becomes optically-thin to gamma-rays on

a timescale ≳ 100 s. While the detection of a nova brevis

optical/UV transient, as predicted in this paper, would

establish r-process production in magnetar GFs, the di-

rect detection of nuclear γ-rays would provide a more

direct and powerful probe. In principle such a signal

would enable probing the yields of individual isotopes,

though the substantial Doppler broadening of the lines

due to the high ejecta velocities v/c ≳ 0.2 would make

this challenging in practice.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have calculated nucleosynthesis and corresponding

nova brevis light-curves resulting from baryon ejection

in magnetar GFs. Adopting a multi-zone one dimen-

sional ejecta model motivated by hydrodynamical simu-

lations (C24), we use a nuclear reaction network to con-

duct parameterized nucleosynthesis calculations unique

to each ejecta layer. These determine the radioactive

heating rate and approximate time-dependent opacity

of each layer, which we combine in a semi-analytic

framework to predict bolometric and band-specific light-

curves, accounting for thermalization efficiency and adi-

abatic losses. We assess the detectability of such tran-

sient events and their role in Galactic r-process enrich-

ment.

Our conclusions can be summarized as follows:

1. The baryon ejecta from magnetar GFs support

a moderate third peak r-process through the α-

rich freeze-out mechanism. The nucleosynthesis

yields vary with radial mass coordinate through

the ejecta: the extremal outer ejecta layers yield

alpha particles and a significant fraction of free

neutrons (which β–decay to protons over roughly

15 minutes); the remaining outer ejecta layers

contribute significant quantities of alpha particles

and fewer free neutrons, while the innermost lay-

ers dominantly contribute second peak, first peak,

and light seed nuclei, respectively with increas-

ing depth (schematic Fig. 1). The total r-process

mass fraction increases with flare strength; Mr ≈
0.3–0.8Mej across the parameter space explored.

Weaker flares produce a larger relative fraction of

third-peak elements because of the greater spe-

cific ejecta energy (larger entropy); however, the

strongest flares also show an enhanced produc-

tion of third-peak nuclei because neutron capture

freeze-out is comparatively less important than for

weaker flares. These trends demonstrate how the

total r-process yield, and its division across the

three abundance peaks, are sensitive to the effi-

ciencies of α-rich and neutron capture freeze-outs

in the rapidly expanding ejecta.
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2. Neutron-rich r-process nuclei dominate the ra-

dioactive heating at most times, except around

t ∼ 15 minutes when free neutrons briefly dom-

inates. Similar n-decay also occurs in the out-

ermost ejecta layers of NS mergers, where it can

power “precursor” emission to the main r-process-

powered kilonova (Metzger et al. 2015; Gottlieb &

Loeb 2020; Combi & Siegel 2023). Due to their

large abundances, light r-process nuclei (A ≲ 130)

and α-particles generally contribute most of the

ejecta opacity.

3. The photometric evolution is primarily controlled

by the ejecta mass, which increases with flare

strength. Larger ejecta yields from more pow-

erful flares produce brighter and longer duration

emission. Opacity also play a role in setting the

peak time-scale and light-curve shape for ejecta

with lower electron fraction due to the greater lan-

thanide/actinide abundance. Ejecta masses span-

ning the range ≈ 10−8–10−6 M⊙ inferred from

giant flare radio afterglows produce light-curve

peaks at L ≲ 1040 erg s−1 and t ≲ 15mins. Such

transients may be detectable in the Milky Way

or nearby galaxies out to several Mpc by rapid-

slewing telescopes such as ULTRASAT.

4. Considering the approximate rate and r-process

ejecta yields of Galactic magnetar GFs, we es-

timate these events contribute ∼ 1–10% to the

Galactic r-process inventory. While significantly

less than NS mergers (e.g., Shibata & Hotokezaka

2019) or other rare high-yield r-process sources,

the relatively high event-rate and short delay-time

of magnetar GF relative to star-formation may fa-

vor them as dominant r-process sources at low

metallicities.

The ejecta model employed in this work was motivated

by one-dimensional hydrodynamical simulations (C24).

However, the mechanism of baryon ejection during mag-

netar GF remains an area of active study warranting

additional exploration in future work, e.g. with multi-

dimensional magnetohydrodynamic simulations. To the

extent that such future simulations will predict differ-

ent conditions for the entropy and expansion rate of

the ejected NS crust material, and the density pro-

file achieved in the homologous state, we would expect

quantitative differences in the resulting nucleosynthe-

sis yields and nova brevis light curves. Nevertheless,

because an r-process is likely a robust consequence of

the sudden decompression of neutron star crust mate-

rial (e.g., Lattimer et al. 1977), the qualitative features

of the nova brevis emission as predicted here are likely

to remain intact. For a given ejecta mass and kinetic

energy, such as that measured from the radio afterglow

in the case of the 2004 GF of SGR 1806-20, the rise-time

and peak luminosity of the light-curve are likely to be

accurate to within factor of a few.

Updated nucleosynthesis calculations based on future

multidimensional simulations could in turn be comple-

mented with full multi-group radiative transport, yield-

ing improved light-curve estimates. New modeling may

also offer an opportunity to include additional physics

such as neutrino cooling and leptonization, which may

affect both the dynamics and nucleosynthesis in the

most powerful GFs (C24).

During the final stages of completing this manuscript,

we became aware of a delayed component of gamma-

ray emission from the 2004 SGR 1806-20 giant flare

(Mereghetti et al. 2005; Boggs et al. 2007; Frederiks et al.

2007), whose light curve and spectrum match closely

those due to radioactive decay of r-process nuclei. In

a separate letter (Patel et al. 2025), we interpret this

previously unexplained emission component as the first

gamma-ray signature of r-process nuclei, the latter being

synthesized within ∼ 10−6M⊙ of ejecta (with parame-

ters similar to our high ejecta mass models in Sec 3.3; see

Fig. 6). We outline several implications of this discovery

for Galactic chemical evolution and the origin of heavy

cosmic rays. This compelling evidence for magnetar gi-

ant flares as just the second confirmed r-process source

motivates new efforts to study their baryon ejection and

its radioactively powered emission.
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A. MASS EJECTA PROPERTIES

Here we estimate the layer-by-layer properties of the ejecta from a magnetar GF, as input for our nucleosynthesis

calculations described in Sec. 2.1. Much of our analysis follows that presented in C24, to which we refer the reader for

additional details and calibration based on hydrodynamical simulations.

We approximate the pressure in the cold outer crust of the NS (densities ρcr ≲ 1011.5 g cm−3) as a polytrope:

Pcr = P0

(
ρcr
ρ0

)Γ0

, (A1)

where P0 = 1019 erg cm−3, ρ0 = 104 g cm−3, and Γ0 ≈ 1.43 based on a fit to standard pressure-density relationship

(see C24, their Fig. 1). Neglecting general relativistic effects, hydrostatic equilibrium reads:

1

ρcr

dPcr

dr
= −gns ≈ −GMns

R2
ns

, (A2)

where Mns and Rns are the mass and radius, respectively of the NS, and we have taken gns to be constant because we

are considering radii r ≈ Rns. The mass above a given radius r can thus be written:

Mcr(> r) ≡
∫ Rns

r

4πr2ρcrdr ≈ 4πR4
ns

GMns
Pcr(r) = Mns

Pcr(r)

Pns
, (A3)

where Pns ≡ GM2
ns/4πR

4
ns is a characteristic internal pressure. Inverting, the density-mass relationship in the crust

reads:

ρcr(r) ≈ ρ0

(
Mcr

Mns

Pns

P0

)1/Γ0

∝ M0.7
cr . (A4)

The sudden application of a external pressure Pext ≫ Pcr above the NS surface from the magnetar GF drives a

strong radiation-dominated (Γ ≃ 4/3) shock into the magnetar crust. Each layer of the crust is compressed to a

density ρsh ≈ 7ρcr and is heated to a specific internal energy density esh ≈ 3Psh/ρsh ≈ 3Pext/ρsh ≈ 3c2s , where

cs ≈ (Pext/ρsh)
1/2 is the sound speed. After the external pressure Pext is relieved, the shocked layers are now over-

pressured and will re-expand, converting this thermal energy back into kinetic energy. A rough condition for a given

shocked layer to ultimately escape from the star, is that its enthalpy hsh ≈ esh+Psh/ρsh ≈ 4c2s exceeds the gravitational

binding energy, i.e.,

4c2s ≳
v2esc
2

≈ GMns

Rns
. (A5)

This condition defines a maximum density, corresponding to the innermost escaping layer:

ρcr ≲ ρcr,max =
4

7

PextRns

GMns
≈ 3.7× 109 g cm−3 Pext,30R12M

−1
1.4 . (A6)

The total mass of the unbound ejecta is given by the mass-depth of this critical layer in the NS crust,

⇒ m ≲ Mej = Mns
P0

Pns

(
8

7

Pext

ρ0v2esc

)Γ0

≈ 6.4× 10−8M⊙ P 1.43
ext,30R

5.43
12 M−2.43

1.4 . (A7)

where we have adopted the notation for mass coordinate m ≡ M(> r). This estimate somewhat exceeds the ejecta

mass found by C24 by hydrodynamical simulations, pointing to limitations of our analytic estimates, such as our

assumption that each layer of the star evolves independently after being shocked. We nevertheless keep this estimate,

keeping in mind that the true value of Pext required to achieve a given Mej may be somewhat higher than we have

estimated. The post shock specific energy can also be written in terms of mass coordinate,

esh(m) ≈ eej

(
m

Mej

)−0.7

, (A8)

where

eej ≈ 1.2× 1020erg g−1 M1.4R
−1
12 . (A9)
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C24 show that the unbound matter with v ≳ 0.3c ≈ vesc/2 attains a distribution of asymptotic velocities which can

be approximately described as a power-law of the form:

dm

dv
∝ v

(v2 + v2esc)
Γ0+1

∝
v≳v̄

(v
v̄

)−α

, v > v̄, (A10)

where α = 2Γ0 +1 ≈ 3.86 and we have neglected special relativistic corrections. In this distribution, Mej = m(v = v̄).

Cehula et al. 2024 find the bulk of the ejecta has velocity v̄ ∼ 0.1–0.3c; for simplicity we take v̄ ≈ 0.2c and α = 4 and

focus on those layers with v ≥ v̄, for which a homologous density profile is achieved of the form,

ρ(v) ∝ Mej/r
3 ∝ Mej/v

3 ∝ v−6, v ≳ v̄, (A11)

or, properly normalized,

ρ =
3

4π

Mej

(v̄t)3

(v
v̄

)−6

, t ≫ tα. (A12)

Given the relatively high electron fraction Ye ≳ 0.4 of the ejected layers of the NS crust at the depths of interest,

the potential for generating r-process elements hinges on achieving an α-rich freeze-out (e.g., Meyer et al. 1992). The

latter depends on the entropy and expansion timescale of the outflow around the time α-particles form, just prior to

seed nucleus formation (e.g., Hoffman et al. 1997).

Insofar that the pressure of the shocked gas roughly matches that of the externally-applied pressure, the temperature

and specific entropy of the shocked layers obey:

kBTsh ≈ kB

(
12Psh

11a

)1/4

≈ 9.5MeVP
1/4
ext,30 (A13)

ssh,min[kB baryon−1] ≳ 5.21
(Tsh/MeV)3

(ρsh,max/108g cm−3)
≈ 18P

−1/4
ext,30M1.4R

−1
12 , (A14)

where ρsh,max = 7ρcr,max is the post-shock density. These estimates assume an ideal gas of photons and e−/e+ pairs

in the ultra-relativistic limit that kBTsh ≫ 2mec
2 ≈ 1 MeV, which is marginally-satisfied at the time of α-particle

formation. This is the minimum entropy, attained for the densest layer. However, because ssh ∝ ρ−1
sh ∝ ρ−1

cr ∝ M−0.7
cr ,

the entropy profile of the ejecta obeys,

s ≈ ssh,min

(
m

Mej

)−0.7

, (A15)

for shallower layers m < Mej.

Alpha particles form at a temperature Tα determined by nuclear statistical equilibrium (NSE; e.g., Meyer 1994;

Chen & Beloborodov 2007, see Eq. 13 in the latter). Defining Tα as the temperature below which the mass-fraction

of alpha particles rises to ≳ 50%, and using the relationship s ∝ T 3/ρ in the first line of Eq. (A14), we find (using the

full Helmholtz EOS described in the main text),

kBTα(s) ≈ 0.8MeV

(
s

50kBbaryon−1

)−0.1

(A16)

in the entropy range s ∼ 10−500kBbaryon
−1. Because entropy s ∝ T 3/ρ is roughly conserved during the optically-thick

expansion phase, the α formation density can be estimated as

ρα ≈ ρsh

(
Tα

Tsh

)3

≈ 2.1× 107 g cm−3

(
m

Mej

)0.9

P 0.33
ext,30R

1.3
12 M

−1.3
1.4 (A17)

A final key quantity for nucleosynthesis is the expansion time of matter through the temperature range kBTα where

α-particles form. Assuming the layer undergoes expansion initially in one-dimension, we estimate the distance from the

NS surface at which α-formation occurs, ∆Rα, from M ≈ 4πR2
ns∆Rαρα. As long as ∆Rα ≲ Rns, the approximation

of 1D expansion is reasonable. The corresponding expansion timescale through the α-formation region can thus be

estimated as:

tα ≈ ∆Rα

vexp
=

m

4πR2
NS

√
ρsh
8Pext

ρ−1
α ≈ tα(m) ≈ 4× 10−3 ms

(
m

Mej

)1.35

ρ−1
α,8P

1.43
ext,30R

3.93
12 M−2.93

1.4 , (A18)
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where we estimate the immediate post shock expansion velocity vexp (distinct from the asymptotic velocity (Eq. (6))

of the ejecta during the homologous expansion phase) from the enthalpy, v2exp/2 ≈ hsh, and ρα,8 ≡ ρα/(10
8 g cm−3).

Note, this expression is completely general so long as the conditions for 1D expansion are satisfied; the assumption of

an ideal ultra-relativistic photon and e± gas enters only through ρα (Eq. (A17)); however ρα can also be calculated

without making these assumptions, as done for the models presented in the main text (Sec. 2.2).

An approximation condition for achieving a sufficiently high ratio of neutrons to seed nuclei to achieve an r-process

which extends up to the third r-process peak at A ∼ 195, can be written (e.g., Hoffman et al. 1997)

ζ ≳ ζcrit ≈ 8× 109, (A19)

where

ζ ≈ 3× 109
(

Ye

0.45

)−3

P−1.86
ext,30M

4.93
1.4 R−5.93

12

(
m

Mej

)−2.55

, (A20)

where s is in units of kB baryon−1 and tα in seconds. This estimate shows that ζ ≳ ζcrit is in principle possible for

the outer ejecta m ≲ Mej/3 for fiducial parameters, though exhibiting sensitive dependence on the parameters of the

problem. The steep dependence ζ ∝ m−2.55 is consistent with Fig. 8 of C24.

B. POWER FROM NEUTRON DECAY

SkyNet does not calculate the fractional heating contributions from individual nuclei or from specific decay channels.

Here we determine the specific heating rate due to free neutron decay by post-processing the SkyNet output. This is

required to estimate the thermalization (Eq. (13)). Because all free protons at the end of a trajectory are produced

through β− decay of free neutrons, we have Y ∗
n,inital = Yp,final where Y

∗
n,inital is the fraction of neutrons present at t = 0

that will not be captured onto seed nuclei and subsequently decay to free protons. The time dependent fraction of free

protons produced from these decaying neutrons is then,

Y ∗
p (t) = Yp,final

(
1− e−t/τn

)
, (B21)

where the mean neutron lifetime, τn ≈ 900s. The specific heating rate from free neutron decay is then,

q̇n(t) =
1

∆t
NA∆Y ∗

p (Mn −Mp)c
2, (B22)

where NA is Avogadro’s constant and Mi = mi −Aimu is the mass excess of species i, consistent with the convention

used in SkyNet. The heating from all other channels is q̇r = q̇ − q̇n, which we denote with the subscript “r” since we

expect the dominant contributions to be from r-process nuclei.

C. CONVERGENCE TEST

We show in Fig. 10 convergence is achieved for N ≥ 30 ejecta layers. The difference in the abundance pattern is

negligible and the radioactive heating almost identical for the N = 30 and N = 60 models.
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Figure 10. Total nucleosynthetic yields and radioactive heating for the fiducial model with N = 10, 30, 60 ejecta layers.
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Möller, P., Sierk, A. J., Ichikawa, T., & Sagawa, H. 2016,

Atomic Data and Nuclear Data Tables, 109, 1,

doi: 10.1016/j.adt.2015.10.002
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Werner, N., Ř́ıpa, J., Thöne, C., et al. 2023, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2306.15080, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2306.15080
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