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Outline

Supernovae in binaries
Our supernovae in Gadget?2
What affects the final spin values?

How do our simulations compare with GW
events so far?



Simulations of Supernovae
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Binary interaction with SN
ejecta

Gas reaching separation before falling back is
highly torqued

Gas above escape velocity is
lost
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Gas falling back directly has little angular
. momentum




Different energies give
different velocity profiles







Difference with separation
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Difference with energy
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Difference with energy
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Comparing with direct
collapse
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Comparing to GW events
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