
Preprint number: XXXX-XXXX

Self-Similar Solutions for Geometrically Thin

Accretion Disks with Magnetically Driven Winds:

Application to Tidal Disruption Events

Mageshwaran Tamilan1, Kimitake Hayasaki1,2, and Takeru K. Suzuki3

1Department of Space Science and Astronomy, Chungbuk National

University, Cheongju 361-763, Korea
∗E-mail: tmageshwaran@chungbuk.ac.kr

2Department of Physical Sciences, Aoyama Gakuin University, Sagamihara

252-5258, Japan
3School of Arts and Sciences, The University of Tokyo, 3-8-1, Meguro,

Tokyo 153-8902, Japan

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
We analytically derive self-similar solutions for a time-dependent, one-dimensional, magnetically
driven accretion disk wind model derived from the magnetohydrodynamic equations. The model
assumes a geometrically thin, gas-pressure dominated accretion disk, and incorporates both
magnetic braking and turbulent viscosity through an extended alpha-viscosity prescription in
the vertical and radial directions, respectively. The α parameter for the vertical stress is assumed
to vary with the disk aspect ratio. We confirm that our self-similar solutions without the wind
matches with the classical solution of Cannizzo et al. (1990) [1] that the mass accretion rate
follows the power law of time t−19/16, which has been used as a good indicator for the mass
accretion rate of a tidal disruption event (TDE) disk. In contrast, in the presence of the wind, the
mass accretion and loss rates decay more steeply than t−19/16. We also confirm that the power-
law indices of the mass accretion and loss rates are consistent with those obtained from the
numerical simulations of Tamilan et al. (2024) at late times. In particular, we find that magnetic
braking leads to a faster decay of the mass accretion rate, mass loss rate, and bolometric
luminosity, and they asymptote to t−5/2 in the strong poloidal magnetic field. This steep index
can serve as evidence for magnetocentrifugally driven winds with strong poloidal magnetic field
in the context of TDEs.
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1 Introduction

The accretion of matter onto black holes (BHs) serves as the primary energy source for

active astrophysical systems, such as X-ray binaries (XRBs), active galactic nuclei (AGNs),

and tidal disruption events (TDEs). In the standard model of accretion disks, hydrodynamic

eddy turbulence acts as a source of viscosity that redistributes angular momentum within

the disk [2]. By introducing the α-parameter to describe turbulent viscosity, Shakura &

Sunyaev (1973) [2] modeled a steady-state solution for a geometrically thin, optically thick

accretion disk [3–5]. Later, Cannizzo et al. (1990) [1] derived a self-similar solution for a

time-dependent, geometrically thin, gas-pressure dominated disk with the α-viscosity pre-

scription. They assumed a zero torque boundary at the inner edge radius, which corresponds

to the radius of an innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO), indicating that the total angular

momentum of the disk remains constant. This zero ISCO stress boundary leads to that the

mass accretion rate and the corresponding bolometric luminosity decay as a power law in

time with an index of −19/16, i.e., as t−19/16 at late times. Subsequently, Pringle (1991) [6]

found another self-similar solution for such a disk, where the torque at the ISCO radius is

finite (i.e., a finite ISCO stress boundary), resulting in a constant disk mass for the time

evolution. In this case, the mass accretion rate decreases as t−11/14.

Balbus (2017) [7] constructed a basic equation of a general relativistic (GR), time-

dependent, geometrically thin accretion disk. Subsequently, Mummery & Balbus (2018) [8]

solved it numerically with a finite ISCO stress boundary condition, assuming that the tur-

bulent viscosity follows a power-law dependence on the disk radius. They found that the

bolometric luminosity evolves as a power law in time, with a decay rate of flatter than t−1.

In a subsequent study, Mummery & Balbus (2019) [9] numerically investigated the time

evolution of the GR disk while incorporating a turbulent viscosity that depends on both the

disk radius r and the surface density Σ. They concluded that the late-time bolometric lumi-

nosity shows good agreement with t−19/16 in the case of zero ISCO stress, whereas a finite

ISCO stress leads to a shallower decay of t−11/14. These results suggest that the finite ISCO

stress boundary leads to a luminosity decline shallower than t−1, providing a better fit to

the observed X-ray light curves of TDEs such as PTF-10iya, SDSS J1201, and OGLE16aaa,

which exhibit flatter decay slopes than t−1 [10].

When a magnetic field is present in the disk, the differential rotation of electrically con-

ducting fluids around a central object induces magnetorotational instability (MRI; 11–14).

This instability drives magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence, which produces Maxwell

and Reynolds stresses responsible for mass accretion in the disk. Balbus & Papaloizou [15]
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showed that the mean flow behavior of MHD turbulence in a disk aligns with the α prescrip-

tion. Furthermore, MHD turbulent stresses also generate vertical outflows, whose intensity

is governed by the magnetic field strength in the disk [16–19]. MRI amplifies weak magnetic

fields, forming large-scale channel flows where magnetic pressure becomes comparable to gas

pressure. These channel-mode flows eventually break down due to magnetic reconnection,

driving sporadic and intermittent disk winds [16]. In the presence of strong poloidal magnetic

fields rotating azimuthally with the disk, matter is centrifugally accelerated along field lines,

leading to a magnetocentrifugally driven wind when the poloidal field at the disk surface is

inclined at an angle greater than 60 degrees, allowing gas to escape gravitational and cen-

trifugal barriers [20]. However, there is no clear distinction between the stochastic magnetic

pressure-driven process and the magnetocentrifugal mechanism, and they are expected to

work together cooperatively. These MHD-driven outflows extract mass, angular momentum,

and energy from the disk, thereby altering its structure and emission.

Suzuki et al. (2016) [21] developed a time-dependent, one-dimensional (1D) model for a

geometrically thin accretion disk with magnetically driven winds, focusing on protoplanetary

disks. In their model, they described the magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence stresses

in both radial and vertical directions using an extended α parameterization. Later, Tamilan

et al. (2024) [22] studied a similar 1D, time-dependent, geometrically thin disk with magneti-

cally driven winds, but in the context of TDEs. They modeled the time evolution of an initial

Gaussian disk with a zero-torque condition at the innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO).

Their results showed that the mass accretion rate decreases more steeply than t−19/16 at

late times, with the power-law index eventually stabilizing, suggesting a self-similar solu-

tion. However, when magnetic braking is included, with a non-zero vertical stress parameter

α, the mass accretion rate steepens further, becoming steeper than t−2. This behavior can

explain the light curve dips observed in the TDE candidate AT2019qiz, which follow a t−2.54

[23]. Tamilan et al. (2025) [24] developed a steady-state solution for a geometrically thin

disk with magnetically driven winds in the context of AGNs and XRBs, where the spectral

luminosity deviates from the ν1/3 law when a wind is present, and declines with frequency

as the wind intensity increases.

Tabone et al. (2022) [25] derived the self-similar solutions for a 1D time-dependent,

geometrically thin accretion disk with magnetically driven winds, by assuming that the

disk temperature follows T ∝ r−3/2+p, where p is a constant parameter. In their model, the

disk is vertically isothermal and the temperature does not change over time. They found

that the mass accretion rate follows a power-law dependence on time when radial viscosity

dominates over magnetic braking in angular momentum transport, whereas it decreases
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exponentially with time when magnetic braking dominates over radial viscosity. For the α-

viscosity prescription, p = 1 is adopted and in this case, the mass accretion rate decreases

as t−3/2 in the absence of winds, and its temporal evolution steepens in the presence of

winds. However, Tabone et al. (2022) did not solve the energy equation, as they focused on

protoplanetary disks, where the disk temperature is mainly determined by radiation from

the central star. In contrast, both the standard disk model [2] and the time-dependent model

[1] solved the energy equation, in which the disk temperature follows T ∝ r−1/2Σ2/3, leading

to a viscosity that depends on both r and Σ. This motivates our focus on deriving a self-

similar solution for the magnetically driven disk wind model with a more general form of

the disk temperature by explicitly solving the energy equation. Such a model is crucial for

understanding the long-term evolution of an accretion disk with a disk wind in XRBs, TDEs,

and AGNs, and it also provides the temporal evolution of the disk luminosity, which can be

directly compared with TDE observations.

In Section 2, we briefly describe the basic equations of our model. Section 3 derives

the self-similar solutions for a 1D, geometrically thin, optically thick, axisymmetric disk

with magnetically driven winds. It then presents the time evolution of the mass accretion

and loss rates, as well as the bolometric luminosity, based on the self-similar solutions.

Additionally, it compares the self-similar solutions with the numerical results obtained by

[22]. Section 4 primarily discusses the application of our model to TDEs. Finally, our findings

are summarized in Section 5.

2 Basic Equations

We consider a 1D, geometrically thin, optically thick, axisymmetric disk with a magneti-

cally driven wind. A time-dependent disk wind model was developed by Suzuki et al. (2016)

[21] for protoplanetary disk systems and by Tamilan et al. (2024) [22] for TDEs, whereas

a steady-state disk model was formulated by Tamilan et al. (2025) [24] for X-ray binaries

and AGNs. The basic equations of the present model are identical to those in Tamilan et al.

(2024, 2025) [22, 24]. We therefore refer readers to Section 2 and Appendix A of Tamilan et

al. (2025) [24] for their detailed derivation. Here, we provide a concise overview of the essen-

tial governing equations, namely those for the conservation of mass, angular momentum, and

energy, along with key parameters.

The vertically integrated mass conservation equation is given by

∂Σ

∂t
+

1

r

∂

∂r
(rΣvr) + Σ̇w = 0, (1)
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where Σ̇w is the vertical mass flux of the wind, Σ = 2Hρ is the surface density in the disk

with the disk’s mass density ρ, H is the disk scale height and vr is the radial velocity. For a

disk with Keplerian rotation:

Ω =

√
GM

r3
, (2)

where M is the black hole mass and G is the gravitational constant, the angular momentum

conservation law yields the following equation:

rΣvr = − 2

rΩ

[
∂

∂r

(
ᾱrϕr

2Σc2s
)
+
ᾱzϕ
2

r2Σc2s
H

]
, (3)

where the sound speed of the disk is given by

cs =

√
kBT

µmp
, (4)

T is the mid-plane temperature of the disk, kB is the Boltzmann constant, mp is the proton

mass, µ is the mean molecular weight taken to be ionized solar mean molecular weight of

0.65, and ᾱrϕ and ᾱzϕ are introduced as parameters due to the MHD turbulence and disk

winds (see the detail for Appendix A of [24]). The MHD energy equation for our model is

given by

Σ̇w
r2Ω2

2
+Qrad = Q+, (5)

where Qrad is the radiative cooling flux, which is given by

Qrad =
64σT 4

3κesΣ
(6)

with σ as the Stefan-Boltzmann constant and κes = 0.34 cm2 g−1 as the Thomson scattering

opacity, and Q+ represents the heating flux due to turbulent viscosity and magnetic braking

as

Q+ =
3

2
ᾱrϕΩΣ c2s +

1

2
ᾱzϕrΩ

2Σcs. (7)

We also introduce an additional equation to make a closure of a set of basic equations as

Qrad = ϵradQ+, (8)

where ϵrad means the fraction of the heating flux of the disk that is converted into radia-

tive cooling flux, and is treated as a constant parameter in the range of 0 < ϵrad ≤ 1. The
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hydrostatic balance of the disk is given by

cs = ΩH. (9)

Following Tamilan et al. (2025) [24], we assume the magnetic braking parameter to be

ᾱzϕ = ᾱrϕψ
H

r
, (10)

where ᾱrϕ is a constant, typically ranging from 0.01 to 0.1, and ψ is a dimensionless free

parameter. This formulation implies that ᾱzϕ varies with radius and time. A smaller ψ,

corresponding to lower vertical stress, indicates weaker poloidal fields. In this case, the MRI

amplifies the magnetic field, and winds are driven by magnetic pressure and reconnection.

In contrast, a higher value of ψ leads to greater vertical stress, which is associated with

stronger poloidal fields and more efficient removal of angular momentum from the plasma in

the disk. The gas either accretes onto the BH or becomes trapped in the poloidal field. The

centrifugal force then accelerates the trapped gas along the poloidal magnetic field, driving

the wind. This process is called the magnetocentrifugal mechanism. In the limit ψ → ∞, this

mechanism operates with maximum efficiency.

Substituting equations (3), (9), and (10) into equation (1) yields

∂Σ

∂t
− 2

r

∂

∂r

[
1

rΩ

{
∂

∂r

(
ᾱrϕr

2Σc2s
)
+

1

2
ψᾱrϕrΣc

2
s

}]
+ Σ̇w = 0, (11)

where Σ̇w is obtained by equating equation (5) to equation (7) with equations (8), (9), and

(10) as

Σ̇w = 3 (1− ϵrad) ᾱrϕ

(
1 +

ψ

3

)
c2sΣ

r2Ω
, (12)

and c2s is given by substituting equations (6) and (7) into equation (8) with equations (4),

(9), and (10) as

c2s =

(
9

128

κes

σ

)1/3 (
kB

µmp

)4/3

ϵ
1/3
radᾱ

1/3
rϕ

(
1 +

ψ

3

)1/3

Ω1/3Σ2/3. (13)

Equations (11)-(13) with equation (2) give the time evolution of the surface density of our

disk-wind model. By solving these equations, we obtain the self-similar solutions described

in the following sections.
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3 Self-similar solutions

In this section, we derive self-similar solutions for the basic equations. Equation (11) can

be expressed as

∂Σ

∂t
= 2Λ

1

r

∂

∂r

[√
r
∂

∂r

(
r3/2Σ5/3

)]
+ ψΛ

1

r

∂

∂r

(
rΣ5/3

)
− 3(1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)
Λ
Σ5/3

r
, (14)

where

Λ =

(
9κes

128σ

)1/3 (
kB
µmp

)4/3
1

(GM)1/3
ᾱ

4/3
rϕ ϵ

1/3
rad

(
1 +

ψ

3

)1/3

(15)

and equation (13) was used for the derivation. In order to obtain the self-similar solutions,

we assume the self-similar form of surface density and self-similar variables as

Σ = Σ0τ
−β F (ξ), (16)

ξ =

√
r

r0
τ−ω, (17)

τ =
t

t0
, (18)

respectively, where F (ξ) is the self-similar function, Σ0, r0 and t0 are normalization constants,

and β and ω represent the power-law indices of the constants. After some manipulations using

equations (16)-(18), equation (14) becomes

−4

3
ω
d

dξ

(
ξ

β
ωF

)
=

d

dξ

[
ξ

β
ω−4 d

dξ

(
ξ3F 5/3

)]
+

(
ψ − β

ω
+ 4

)
d

dξ

(
ξ

β
ω−2F 5/3

)
−

[(
ψ − β

ω
+ 5

)(
β

ω
− 4

)
+ 6(1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)]
ξ

β
ω−3F 5/3, (19)

where we adopted for the derivation the following two equations:

2

3
β + 2ω − 1 = 0, (20)

because of the time independence of F (ξ) and

2

3
Λ
Σ

2/3
0 t0
r0

= 1, (21)

which represents the self-similar condition that the viscous timescale equals to t0. Next, we

integrate equation (19) by adopting the following equation:(
ψ + 5− β

ω

)(
β

ω
− 4

)
+ 6(1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)
= 0 (22)
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with the boundary condition that F (ξ) = 0 at ξout, where ξout denotes ξ at the outer edge

of the disk and ξout = 1 is assumed. This integration yields

dF

dξ
+

3

5

(
ψ + 7− β

ω

)
F

ξ
+

4

5
ωξF 1/3 = 0. (23)

Assuming the solution for the above equation as F (ξ) = C1(ξ)ξ
−(3/5)(ψ+7−β/ω), we get

F (ξ) =

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]3/2 [

1− ξ
2+ 2

5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

ξ−(3/5)(ψ+7−β/ω), (24)

where C1 is determined to be

C1(ξ) =

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]3/2 [

1− ξ
2+ 2

5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

(25)

so as to satisfy the same boundary condition as above. Note that the boundary condition

gives the outer radius of the disk as rout = r0τ
2ωξ2

out = r0τ
2ω, indicating that the outer

radius of the disk increases with time if ω > 0. The increase in rout is caused by the outward

transport of angular momentum. Substituting equation (24) into equation (16) finally gives

the self-similar solution of the surface density as

Σ = Σ0τ
−β

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]3/2 [

1− ξ
2+ 2

5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

× ξ−(3/5)(ψ+7−β/ω). (26)

Equations (20) and (22) gives the following quadratic equation for ω as

4

[
6(1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)
− 7(ψ + 8)

]
ω2 + 6(ψ + 15)ω − 9 = 0. (27)

Solving the quadratic equation gives

ω =
3

ψ + 15±
√

(ψ + 1)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (ψ + 3)

=

{
ω+ = 3/[ψ + 15 +

√
(ψ + 1)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (ψ + 3)]

ω− = 3/[ψ + 15−
√

(ψ + 1)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (ψ + 3)]
, (28)

where we set that ω = ω+ for the positive signature and that ω = ω− for the negative

signature. Substituting equation (28) into equation (20) gives

β =
3

2

[
(ψ + 9)±

√
(ψ + 1)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (ψ + 3)

ψ + 15±
√

(ψ + 1)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (ψ + 3)

]
=

{
β+ = 3/2− 3ω+

β− = 3/2− 3ω−
, (29)

where we also set that β = β+ for the positive signature and that β = β− for the nega-

tive signature. Figure 1 confirms that ω > 0 and β > 0 hold for any value of ϵrad within a

reasonable range of ψ.
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Fig. 1 Dependence of the self-similar power indices ω and β on ψ for the three different

values of ϵrad. Panel (a) shows ψ-dependence of ω, while panel (b) shows that of β. In both

panels, the solid and dashed lines denotes (β+, ω+) and (β−, ω−), respectively. The different

color represents the different values of ϵrad.

Two solutions of ω in equation (28) demonstrate that there are two physically possible

solutions for equation (26). In fact, considering the case of no wind (ϵrad = 1, ψ = 0), the

surface density is given by

Σ =

(
1

28

)3/2

Σ0τ
− 15

16 ξ−
6
5

(
1− ξ

14
5

)3/2
(30)

for (β, ω) = (β+, ω+) = (15/16, 3/16). This solution corresponds to the one derived by Can-

nizzo et al. (1990) [1] for a geometrically thin disk with zero stress at the inner boundary

radius, rin. Throughout this paper, we assume rin to be the ISCO radius of a non-spinning

black hole, i.e., rin = 6rg, where

rg ∼ 1.5× 1011cm

(
M

106M⊙

)
(31)

is the gravitational radius. On the other hand, for (β, ω) = (β−, ω−) = (6/7, 3/14), we obtain

the surface density as

Σ =

(
1

28

)3/2

Σ0τ
− 6

7 ξ−
9
5

(
1− ξ

16
5

)3/2
. (32)

This solution agrees with the self-similar one derived by Pringle (1991) [6] for a geometrically

thin disk with the finite ISCO stress boundary.
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3.1 Disk Mass and Angular Momentum Evolution

The disk mass is given by using equations (17), (18), and (26) as

Md =

∫ rout

rin

Σ2πr dr = 4πΣ0r
2
0τ

−β+4ω

∫ 1

ξin(τ)
ξ3F (ξ)dξ,

= 4πΣ0r
2
0

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]3/2

G1(ξin) τ
−β+4ω, (33)

where

G1(ξin) ≡
∫ 1

ξin

[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

ξ
− 3

5

(
ψ+2− β

ω

)
dξ.

Here, G1(ξin) is a dimensionless function of ξin(τ) =
√
rin/r0 τ

−ω, suggesting that G1(ξin)

can change with time and depending on whether it is ω+ or ω−.

Similarly, the angular momentum of the disk is given by

Jd =

∫ rout

rin

r2ΩΣ2πr dr = 4πr2
0Σ0(r

2
0Ω0)τ

−β+5ω

∫ 1

ξin(τ)
ξ4F (ξ)dξ

= 4πr2
0Σ0(r

2
0Ω0)

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]3/2

G2(ξin) τ
−β+5ω, (34)

where

G2(ξin) ≡
∫ 1

ξin

[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

ξ
− 1

5

(
1+3ψ−3 β

ω

)
dξ.

We note that G2(ξin(τ)) is also a dimensionless function of ξin(τ) and can change with time,

depending on whether it is ω+ or ω−.

Figure 2 shows the dependence of G1(ξin) and G2(ξin) on ξin for ω+ and ω−. From

Figure 2, it is clear that G1 and G2 for ω = ω+ remain approximately constant when ξin(τ) <

0.1, indicating that G1 and G2 are independent of time for ξin(τ) < 0.1. For ω = ω+, Md is

proportional to τ−β+4ω, and Jd is proportional to τ−β+5ω. Assuming that nM = −β + 4ω

and nJ = −β + 5ω, we calculate them using equations (28) and (29) as

nM = −3

2

[
ψ + 1 +

√
(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

ψ + 15 +
√

(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

]
, (35)

nJ = −3

2

[
ψ − 1 +

√
(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

ψ + 15 +
√

(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

]
(36)

Applying ϵrad = 1 and ψ = 0, which corresponds to the case of no wind, to equations (35)

and (36), we get nM = −3/16 and nJ = 0 for ω = ω+. This means that while the angular
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Fig. 2 Dependence of G1(ξin) and G2(ξin) on ξin for ω+ and ω−. Panels (a) and (c) are for

ω+, while panels (b) and (d) are for ω−. For all the panels, the different colors represent three

different ϵrad, and the solid and dashed lines show the ψ = 0 and ψ = 10 cases, respectively.

momentum of the disk is constant, the disk mass decreases with time. For ϵrad = 0.5, which

accounts for the presence of a wind, we find nM = −0.37 and nJ = −0.21 for ψ = 0, and

nM = −0.95 and nJ = −0.87 for ψ = 10. This demonstrates that both the disk mass and

angular momentum decrease over time in the presence of wind. Furthermore, the decline

becomes steeper as ψ increases, primarily due to the effects of magnetic braking. In the limit

of ψ → ∞, nM = −3/2 and nJ = −3/2.

In contrast, G1 and G2 for ω = ω− vary significantly with ξin, indicating time dependence.

Figure 2 shows that a smaller ξin results in larger values of G1 and G2, implying thatMd and

Jd increase over time due to τ ∝ ξ
−1/ω−
in . This behavior represents an unphysical solution,

as there is no source term in our model to add mass to the disk. Therefore, we will consider

the ω = ω+ case from now on unless otherwise noted.
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3.2 Surface Density in Physical Units

We consider a TDE disk formed by the tidal disruption of a star with mass m⋆ and

radius r⋆ by a SMBH with mass M [26, 27]. At τ = 1 corresponding to t = t0, we assume

that the outer radius of the disk is the circularization radius, which is typically twice the

tidal disruption radius:

rt =

(
M

m⋆

)1/3

r⋆

∼ 7.0× 1012 cm

(
M

106M⊙

)1/3 (
m⋆

M⊙

)−1/3 (
r⋆
R⊙

)
, (37)

i.e., rout = 2rt. Also, the total disk mass is assumed to be a half of the stellar mass: m⋆/2 at

τ = 1. Given r0 = rout and Md = m⋆/2 at τ = 1, Σ0 is estimated by using equation (33) as

Σ0 =
m

5/3
⋆

32πM2/3r2
⋆

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]−3/2/

G1

(√
rin

rout

)

∼ 4.1× 105 g cm−2

(
M

106M⊙

)−2/3 (
m⋆

M⊙

)5/3 (
r⋆
R⊙

)−2

×

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]−3/2/

G1

(√
rin

rout

)
. (38)

Figure 3 shows the radial profile of the surface density at different times for the (β+, ω+)

solution, considering three values of ϵrad = 0.1, 0.5, and 1, and two values of ψ = 0 and 10.

In all cases, the outer radius expands by viscous spreading [28]. The figure also shows that

the surface density in the inner region of the disk decreases with time due to the presence

of wind, while the magnetic brake suppresses the outward radial flow driven by viscosity.

3.3 Mass Accretion and Loss Rates

The mass accretion rate is given by using equations (10), (13), and (3) as

Ṁ = −2πrΣvr = 4π
1

rΩ

[
∂

∂r

(
r2Σᾱrϕc

2
s

)
+ r2ᾱzϕρc

2
s

]
= 4πᾱrϕ

r−(1+ψ/2)

Ω

∂

∂r

[
r2+ψ/2c2sΣ

]
. (39)
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Fig. 3 Radial profile of the surface densities of the (β+, ω+) solution at two different

times for the three different ϵrad and the two different ψ. Panels (a) and (b) correspond to

the two cases of ψ = 0 and ψ = 10, respectively. In all panels, the different colors represent

three different values of ϵrad = 0.1, 0.5, and 1, while the solid and dashed lines indicate the

normalized times: τ = 1 and 5, respectively.

Using the self-similar solutions (24) and (26), we rewrite equation (39) as

Ṁ = 3π

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]5/2

Σ0r
2
0

t0

(
r

r0

)−(ψ+5−β/ω)/2

×
[
(3 + ψ)

(
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

))
− 5ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)
−

(
ψ + 7− β

ω

)]

×
[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]3/2

τω(ψ+7)−8β/3. (40)

Now we are interested in the mass accretion rate at the inner boundary radius near black

hole, giving us the condition ξ ≪ 1 because rin/rout ≪ 1. The power law index of ξ in

equation (40), 2 + 2
5

(
ψ + 7− β

ω

)
, is always positive for any values of ϵrad and ψ. This is

because 2 + 2
5

(
ψ + 7− β

ω

)
= 3/(5 ω−) > 0, where we have used equations (28) and (29).

Equation (40) at ξ ≪ 1 is then reduced to

Ṁ = 3π

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]5/2

Σ0r
2
0

t0

(
r

r0

)−(ψ+5−β/ω)/2[
β

ω
− 4

]

× τω(ψ+7)−8β/3, (41)
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where β/ω − 4 = [1 + ψ +
√

(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)]/2 for ω = ω+ is always positive

for any values of ϵrad and ψ. Assuming that Ṁ ∝ τnacc , we estimate the power law index of

time as

nacc =
3(7 + ψ)ω − 8β

3
= −

15 + ψ + 4
√
(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

15 + ψ +
√
(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

. (42)

We confirm that nacc = −19/16 under the condition that there is no wind (ϵrad = 1, ψ = 0),

consistent with the result of Cannizzo et al. (1990) [1]. In contrast, nacc = −5/2 in the limit

of ψ → ∞, regardless of ϵrad.

Next, we derive the mass loss rate from the accretion disk. Using equations (12), (21),

and (26), we obtain the mass loss rate as

Ṁw =

∫ rout

rin

Σ̇w2πr dr = 6π(1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)
Λ

∫ rout

rin

Σ5/3 dr (43)

= 18π (1− ϵrad)

(
1 +

ψ

3

)[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]5/2

Σ0r
2
0

t0

× τ2ω− 5
3β G3(ξin), (44)

where

G3(ξin) ≡
∫ 1

ξin(τ)
ξ
−
(
ψ+6− β

ω

) [
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]5/2

dξ (45)

is a dimensionless function of ξin(τ). Panel (a) of Figure 4 shows the dependence of G3(ξin)

on ξin for ω = ω+. From the panel, it is clear that G3(ξin) approximately independent of

time for ξin < 0.1. We can then find that the mass loss rate follows τ2ω−(5/3)β when G3(ξin)

is constant. Assuming that Ṁw ∝ τnw , we obtain the power law index of time as

nw = 2ω − 5

3
β = −

33 + 5ψ + 5
√

(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ)

2(15 + ψ +
√
(1 + ψ)2 + 8(1− ϵrad) (3 + ψ))

, (46)

where equations (20) and (28) were used for the derivation. While nw = −19/16 in the case

of no wind ϵrad = 1 and ψ = 0, nw = −5/2 at the limit of ψ → ∞, independently of ϵrad.

The power law indices of these two extreme cases are the same as in the case of nacc.
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3.4 Radiative Flux Density and Bolometric Luminosity

Substituting equations (10) and (26) into equation (7) gives

Q+ =
3

2
ᾱrϕΩΣ c2s +

1

2
ᾱzϕrΩ

2Σcs =
ᾱrϕ

2
(ψ + 3)ΩΣc2s

=
3

4

GMΣ0

r0t0
(ψ + 3)

[
4

15
ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]5/2

τ−5β/3−4ω

×
[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]5/2

ξ−(ψ+11−β/ω). (47)

According to the Stefan-Bolzmann law, the radiative flux emitted from the disk surface can

be written as F = 2σT 4
eff , where Teff is the surface temperature of the disk. Equating F with

the radiative cooling flux in equation (6) gives the relation between the surface temperature

of the disk and the disk mid-plane temperature Teff = (Qrad/[2σ])
1/4 = (32/[3κesΣ])

1/4T ,

and alternatively yields Teff as the following equation:

Teff = Teff,0 τ
−(5β/12+ω)

[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]5/8

ξ−(ψ+11−β/ω)/4, (48)

where

Teff,0 ≡
(
3

8

)1/4 (
4

15

)5/8
[
ϵ
2/5
rad(ψ + 3)2/5ω

(
1 +

1

5

[
ψ + 7− β

ω

])−1
]5/8 (

1

σ

GMΣ0

r0t0

)1/4

(49)

and equations (8) and (47) were used for the derivation. The observed flux density is

Sν = 4π
cos i

D2

hν3

c2

∫ rout

rin

1

exp (hν/kBTeff)− 1
r dr, (50)

where i is an inclination angle from the disk and D is the luminosity distance (see [3–5] for

a review). The bolometric luminosity is then given by

L =

∫ ∞

0
Lν dν = 16π2 h

c2

∫ rout

rin

(∫ ∞

0

ν3

exp (hν/kBTeff)− 1
dν

)
r dr

=
32

15
π6hr

2
0

c2

(
kBTeff,0

h

)4

τ−5β/3G4(ξin), (51)

where i = 0◦ was adopted, Lν = 4πD2Sν is the spectral luminosity,

G4(ξin) ≡
∫ 1

ξin

[
1− ξ

2+ 2
5

(
ψ+7− β

ω

)]5/2

ξ−(ψ+8−β/ω) dξ (52)

is a dimensionless function of ξin(τ), and we used the integral formula as
∫∞

0 x3/(ex − 1) dx =

π4/15 for the derivation. From panel (b) of Figure 4 showing the dependence of G4 on ξin, it is
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noted that G4(ξin) is not constant over the entire range of ξin, i.e., G4(ξin) is time-dependent.

Assuming that L ∝ τnl , we get

nl =
∂ lnG4(ξin(τ))

∂ ln τ
− 5

3
β. (53)

Panel (a) of Figure 5 illustrates the dependence of three power-law indices, nacc, nw, and

nl, on ϵrad for different values of ψ. It can be observed that nw is the highest among the three

indices, indicating that the mass loss rates are less steep compared to the other two rates

in the range 0 < ϵrad < 1. Furthermore, nl converges toward nacc as ϵrad increases, while nl

remains higher than nacc for lower values of ϵrad. This slight deviation between nacc and nl is

attributed to the stronger mass loss via the wind. Consequently, the bolometric luminosity

is no longer proportional to the mass accretion rate at low values of ϵrad. Panel (b) of Figure

5 depicts the dependence of ψ on the three power-law indices for different values of ϵrad.

From this panel, it is evident that nl is steeper than nw but shallower than nacc, and nl

asymptotically approaches nacc within the reasonable range of ψ for ϵrad ≳ 0.5. Additionally,

all three indices asymptote to −5/2 as ψ → ∞.

3.5 Comparison between self-similar and numerical solutions

Figure 6 shows a comparison of nacc, nw, and nl obtained from numerical simulations at

late times with the corresponding self-similar solutions. Panel (a) illustrates their dependence

on ϵrad with ψ = 0, while the remaining three panels depict their dependence on ψ for

different values of ϵrad. In all panels, the numerically estimated power-law indices show good

agreement with the self-similar solutions.

The mass accretion rates and bolometric light curves decrease more rapidly compared

to the mass loss rates. For ϵrad ≥ 0.5, the bolometric light curve closely follows the mass

accretion rate. Additionally, it is observed that both the self-similar and numerical solutions

converge to −5/2 for large values of ψ.

4 Discussion

There are three key parameters to characterize the evolution of a one-dimensional accre-

tion disk with magnetically driven wind: (ᾱrϕ, ᾱzϕ, ϵrad), where note that ψ can be an

alternative to the vertical stress parameter, ᾱzϕ. The ᾱrϕ and ᾱzϕ have been introduced by

using the α-parameter prescription for MHD turbulence in radial and vertical directions.The

parameter ϵrad is introduced to close the basic equations and to control the vertical mass

flux. Tamilan et al. (2024) [22] performed numerical simulations of the basic equations in

the context of TDE with ᾱzϕ = 0 and 0.001. They found that the power-law index saturates
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Fig. 4 Dependence of G3(ξin) and G4(ξin) on ξin for the case of ω = ω+. Panels (a) and

(b) shows G3 and G4, respectively. For all the panels, the different color represents three

different ϵrad and the solid and dashed lines show the ψ = 0 and ψ = 10 cases, respectively.
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Fig. 5 The power law index of the time evolution of mass accretion rate (nacc), wind

mass rate (nw), and the bolometric luminosity (nl) is shown. Panel (a) shows the power

indexes for various ϵrad with two values of ψ = 0 and 10. Panel (b) shows the power indexes

for various ψ with three values of ϵrad = 0.1, 0.5, and 0.9. The blue dashed line overlaps with

the blue solid line.

at late times for ᾱzϕ = 0 and gradually decreases with time without reaching a saturation

value for ᾱzϕ = 0.001. In contrast, our self-similar solutions suggest that ᾱzϕ is a function of

radius and time. In fact, substituting equations (13), and (15) into equation (10) yields
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Fig. 6 Comparison of nacc, nw and nl obtained from numerical simulations at t/τ0 = 100

with the self-similar solution. Panel (a) shows the dependence on ϵrad with ψ = 0, whereas

panels (b), (c), and (d) show the dependence on ψ with ϵrad = 0.1, 0.5, and 0.9, respectively.

For ϵrad = 0.9, the nacc overlaps with nl. The time normalization parameter τ0 = 14.3 yr

corresponds to the viscous timescale for a TDE disk with scale height of 0.01 at the circular-

ization radius, formed from the tidal disruption of a solar mass star by a black hole of mass

106M⊙ (see equation 19 in Tamilan et al. 2024 [22]).

ᾱzϕ = Λ1/2ψᾱ
1/2
rϕ (GM)−1/4r1/4Σ1/3

= Λ1/2ψᾱ
1/2
rϕ (GM)−1/4r

1/4
0 Σ

1/3
0

[
4ω

15

(
1 +

1

5

(
ψ + 7− β

ω

))−1
]1/2

×
(
t

t0

)ω(ψ+7−(8/3)β/ω)/5 (
r

r0

)−(2ψ+9−2β/ω)/20

×

[
1−

(
r

r0

)(ψ+12−β/ω)/5 (
t

t0

)−2ω(ψ+12−β/ω)/5
]1/2

, (54)
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where we adopted equations (17) and (26) for the second and third lines of the right hand

side. The ᾱzϕ decreases with time and increases with ψ and ϵrad, though the increase with

ϵrad is modest. In numerical simulations by Tamilan et al. (2024) [22], the initial surface

density was modeled as a Gaussian, peaking at the circularization radius, rcir = 2rt, with

a total disk mass equal to half the stellar mass. For a 106M⊙ black hole and a solar mass

star, this yields rcir = 93.8rg and a peak surface density of Σ = 1.45× 107 g cm−2. Following

this, we assume typical values of r0 = 100rg and Σ0 = 107 g cm−2. For ψ = 10 and ϵrad = 0.5,

equation (54) results in

ᾱzϕ ∼ 1.5× 10−3

(
ᾱrϕ
0.1

)7/6 (
M

106M⊙

)−1/6 (
r0

100rg

)1/4 (
Σ0

107 g cm−2

)1/3

×
(
r

r0

)1/20
[
1−

(
r

r0

)7/5

τ−7/30

]1/2

τ−23/60. (55)

Bai & Stone (2013) [29] performed MHD simulations of protoplanetary disks, finding max-

imum vertical stress α-values ranging from 3× 10−5 to 3× 10−3 for a plasma beta ranging

between 106 and 103. Our estimated value for ψ = 10 falls within this range, consistent with

results from numerical simulations. The vertical stress increases as plasma beta decreases,

and similarly, ᾱzϕ increases with ψ, implying that a higher ψ corresponds to a stronger

magnetic field in the disk. Notably, as the simulation focuses on a protoplanetary disk, our

study provides an alternative constraint on ᾱzϕ. A large ψ corresponds to strong large-

scale magnetic fields, which can induce a magnetocentrifugally driven wind. A smaller

ψ, indicating lower vertical stress, suggests weaker poloidal magnetic fields, where MRI

amplifies the magnetic field, driving the outflow via magnetic pressure with stochastic mag-

netic reconnections. It is important to note that there is no clear distinction between the

magnetocentrifugal-driven and MRI-driven wind regimes.

Tabone et al. (2022) [25] introduced the parameters αSS and αDW to represent the radial

and vertical stresses, respectively, for their disk-wind model. A comparison with our α param-

eterization shows that ᾱrϕ = (3/2)αSS and ᾱzϕ = (3/2)αDW(H/r), leading to ψ = αDW/αSS,

where equation (10) was applied. They derived a self-similar solution by assuming that both

the radial viscosity and the disk aspect ratio, H/r, are only a function of the disk radius,

implying that the disk mid-plane temperature depends only on the radius. In contrast, in

our model the disk mid-plane temperature has a more general form, i.e., it is a function of

both the radius and the surface density, which is given by T ∝ r−1/2Σ2/3. This difference

causes the difference in the disk structure between their solution and ours. In the absence

of wind, in the inner regions of the disk, their solution for T ∝ r−1/2 gives Σ ∝ t−3/2r−1,

while our solution for (β+, ω+) gives Σ ∝ t−57/80r−3/5. For the mass accretion rate, their

xix



solution gives that Ṁ ∝ t−3/2, while our solution provides that Ṁ ∝ t−19/16 corresponding

to the classical solution by Cannizzo et al. (1990) [1]. In the presence of the wind, in both

their model and ours, the mass accretion rate is steeper than in the no-wind case, and the

mass loss rate is flatter than the mass accretion rate. However, the time evolution of the

mass accretion and loss rates is different between their solutions and ours. For example, in a

case where the magnetic braking works extremely efficiently (i.e., in the ψ → ∞ case), they

showed that the mass accretion and loss rates decrease exponentially with time, while our

solution shows a t−5/2 evolution for both rates.

The power-law indices of the time evolution of the mass accretion and loss rates and the

bolometric luminosity depend on ϵrad and ψ. In standard disk theory, since the bolometric

luminosity is proportional to the mass accretion rate, the two indices correspond. In our

model, however, it’s different because of the mass loss due to the disk wind. Specifically,

the bolometric luminosity is proportional to the mass accretion rate for high ϵrad, while it

deviates at low ϵrad. TDEs can provide a good opportunity to study this deviation through

their light curve observations. In the observations of optical and ultraviolet (UV) TDEs,

the integrated optical/UV luminosity has shown a different time evolution. The optical and

UV band luminosity of TDE PS1-10jh closely follows the t−5/3 evolution [30]. The optical

(g and r) band luminosity of PTF09ge also follows the t−5/3 evolution [31]. In contrast,

the integrated optical/UV luminosity in the TDEs ASASSN-15oi [32], ASASSN-14ae [33],

and ASASSN-14li [34] shows a better fit with an exponential decay with time. However,

TDE ASASSN-15oi also shows a power-law decay fit of t−1.62 with χ2 = 19 compared to

χ2 = 15.1 with an exponential decay model. We take the power-law fit value to compare

with our solution. The optical/UV luminosity in TDE ASASSN-18pg shows a good fit with

t−5/3 power-law model at late times [35], while ASASSN-14ko shows a power-law decay of

t−1.33±0.03 [36]. Auchettl et al. (2017) [10] estimated the indices of the power-law of time

of the X-ray TDE lightcurves, indicating that the X-ray luminosity decays as t−1.6 for IGR

J17361-4441, t−1.58 for SDSS J1323, t−1.89 for Swift J1644+57, and t−1.32 for Swift J2058.

However, since the X-ray lightcurves of 2MASX J0249, NGC 247, PTF-10iya, SDSS J1201,

and OGLE16aaa have a flatter decay than t−1, we exclude these sources from the comparison,

as our model primarily describes declines steeper than t−19/16.

Figure 7 compares the power-law indices of the lightcurves of observed TDEs with nl,

which is distributed for 0 < ϵrad ≤ 1 and takes the different distribution for different values

of ψ. Panel (a) shows the comparison for the integrated optical/UV luminosity of the four

TDEs, while panel (b) shows the comparison for X-ray TDEs with luminosity decays steeper

than t−1.2. Our model can explain the power-law time indices of several observed TDE

lightcurves. The light curve of AT2019qiz decays rapidly with time as t−2.54 [23]. Panels
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Fig. 7 Comparison of the power-law index of the light curve between the self-similar solu-

tion and the TDE observations. For the self-similar solutions, we adopt the ϵrad dependence

of the power-law index of the bolometric luminosity light curve, nl, for the cases ψ = 0 (solid

line), ψ = 1 (long-dashed line), and ψ = 10 (short-dashed line), respectively. Panel (a) shows

the comparison with four observed optical/UV TDEs, while panel (b) shows the comparison

with four observed X-ray TDEs.

(b)-(d) of Figure 6 shows that the nl approaches −2.5 for ψ ≫ 1, which can explain the

rapid evolution of the light curve in AT2019qiz. However, the ψ ≫ 1 case can lead to a

super-Eddington accretion flow (see also discussion in Tamilan et al. (2024) [22] for details).

If so, it breaks the fundamental assumption of our model. The detailed treatment is therefore

beyond the scope of this work, but we will explore it in the forthcoming paper.

5 Conclusions

We have derived the self-similar solutions for a one-dimensional, time-dependent, geo-

metrically thin accretion disk with a magnetically driven, non-relativistic outflow. In our

model, we adopt the α-parameter prescription to describe the MHD turbulent viscosity and

magnetic braking. The model is characterized by three key parameters: ᾱrϕ, representing the

turbulent viscosity; ψ, characterizing the magnetic braking; and ϵrad, denoting the ratio of

radiative cooling to heating fluxes in the disk. We obtained two sets of self-similar solutions

corresponding to the cases (β+, ω+) and (β−, ω−), where ω± and β± are functions of ϵrad

and ψ (see equations 28 and 29). The solutions for (β−, ω−) predict an increase of the disk

mass with time in the presence of the wind, leading to unphysical results which we exclude

in this study. In contrast, the solutions for (β+, ω+) indicate that the disk mass decreases

with time. In this case, the angular momentum is conserved in the absence of wind, but

decreases in the presence of wind. Our main conclusions regarding the physically plausible

solutions (β+, ω+) are summarized as follows:
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(1) Our self-similar solutions reveal that the mass accretion and loss rates evolve as

power laws with respect to time, while the bolometric luminosity does not follow

the mass accretion rate, except in cases where ϵrad ≳ 0.5. The power-law indices

explicitly depend on the parameters ϵrad and ψ. Specifically, the mass accretion

and loss rates exhibit steeper temporal decay as ϵrad decreases and ψ increases.

(2) We confirm that, in the absence of the wind, the self-similar solution reduces to

the classical solution of Cannizzo et al. (1990) [1]: both the mass accretion rate

and the bolometric luminosity follow the power law t−19/16.

(3) When the wind is present (0 < ϵrad < 1 and ψ ≥ 0), the mass accretion and loss

rates decay more steeply with time than t−19/16. We also find that the slope of the

mass accretion rate is steeper than that of the mass loss rate.

(4) We confirm that the time power-law indices of the mass accretion and loss rates

match the numerical solutions provided by Tamilan et al. (2024) [22] at late times,

implying that the numerical solutions in this regime asymptotically approach the

self-similar solutions.

(5) In the limit of ψ → ∞, where magnetic braking dominates disk evolution, the

time power-law indices of the mass accretion rate, mass loss rate, and bolometric

luminosity asymptote to −5/2, independent of the value of ϵrad. This steep index

may serve as evidence of magnetocentrifugally driven winds with strong poloidal

B-fields in the context of TDEs.
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Astrophys., 596, A74 (December 2016), arXiv:1609.00437.
[22] Mageshwaran Tamilan, Kimitake Hayasaki, and Takeru K. Suzuki, Astrophys. J., 975(1), 94 (November 2024),

arXiv:2312.15415.
[23] M. Nicholl, T. Wevers, S. R. Oates, K. D. Alexander, G. Leloudas, F. Onori, A. Jerkstrand, S. Gomez, S. Cam-

pana, I. Arcavi, P. Charalampopoulos, M. Gromadzki, N. Ihanec, P. G. Jonker, A. Lawrence, I. Mandel,
S. Schulze, P. Short, J. Burke, C. McCully, D. Hiramatsu, D. A. Howell, C. Pellegrino, H. Abbot, J. P. Ander-
son, E. Berger, P. K. Blanchard, G. Cannizzaro, T. W. Chen, M. Dennefeld, L. Galbany, S. González-Gaitán,
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