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ABSTRACT

Galactic supernova remnants (SNRs) are thought to accelerate cosmic rays (CRs) to several PeV
energies, but this has yet to be confirmed as general behavior. Although several sources show ~ 100
TeV ~y—rays, their hadronic origin is uncertain; a matching neutrino signal would provide definitive
evidence. Using insight from the theory of diffusive shock acceleration, we evaluate the spectra and
environments of the sample of Galactic SNRs to identify those most likely to be hadronic, categorizing
them into a tiered catalog depending on their likelihood to produce neutrinos detectable in the TeV-
PeV range. We then calculate the estimated stacked sensitivity of IceCube for each tier using IceCube’s
ten-year public data. Our results suggest that this strategy of stacking SNRs and carefully excluding
leptonic sources by using theoretical arguments may allow for a detection of this source class that would
otherwise be impossible. A follow-up analysis of these catalogs using TeV—-PeV sensitive neutrino data
from IceCube (or similar telescopes like KM3NeT/ARCA) offers the most decisive, near-future test for
the hadronic nature of these SNRs and the maximum energies of their CR spectra.

1. INTRODUCTION

Supernova remnants (SNRs) are widely considered the
primary sources of Galactic cosmic rays (CRs), poten-
tially responsible for acceleration up to the “knee”, a
steepening in the CR spectrum at PeV (~ 10'® eV) en-
ergies (O’C. Drury 1983; Blasi 2013). Diffusive Shock
Acceleration (DSA) at SNR shocks is a natural mech-
anism for accelerating particles to relativistic energies
(Krymskii 1977; Axford et al. 1977; Bell 1978; Bland-
ford & Ostriker 1978), yet some uncertainties remain; in
particular, there is no conclusive evidence that typical
SNRs reliably accelerate protons to PeV energies. The-
oretical works (e.g., Bell et al. 2013; Blasi et al. 2015;
Cardillo et al. 2015; Cristofari et al. 2021; Diesing 2023)
emphasize the challenge of accelerating particles beyond
~ 100 TeV at typical isolated SNRs, and observations
of high energy Galactic sources (e.g., Cao et al. 2024a;
H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. 2018a) tend to show
that sources with energies 2 100 TeV are not associated
with known SNRs, but usually with leptonic sources like
pulsar wind nebulae (PWNe) (Amato 2014).

A critical challenge in identifying proton acceler-
ation at SNRs lies in disentangling hadronic ~v-ray
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emission from competing leptonic processes. High-
energy ~v-rays can be produced by both neutral-pion de-
cay from proton interactions (hadronic), or by mecha-
nisms such as inverse-Compton scattering or relativistic
bremsstrahlung (leptonic), requiring spectral analysis
and environmental context to determine the dominant
emission process (e.g., O’C. Drury et al. 1994; Morlino
et al. 2009; Ellison et al. 2007; Corso et al. 2023). As the
CR energy spectrum requires a Galactic population of
hadronic accelerators up to PeV energies, disentangling
whether y-ray emission is hadronic or leptonic is critical
to resolving the long-standing question of the origin of
Galactic CRs.

Neutrinos have the unique property of being unam-
biguous evidence of high-energy proton acceleration, as
they must originate from hadronic interactions in con-
ditions typical for SNRs. Isolated SNR sources are
expected to possess neutrino fluxes too low to be de-
tected by neutrino telescopes like IceCube (Aartsen
et al. 2020), but stacking analyses— where the signal
from many isolated sources is combined into one signal—
may allow us to detect faint sources in aggregate. Previ-
ous stacked neutrino searches for Galactic sources have
found null results (Aartsen et al. 2017), but these sam-
ples may also have suffered from contamination of lep-
tonic sources, which can often dominate the y—ray con-
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tribution, but provide no neutrinos, essentially increas-
ing the combined noise but adding nothing to the com-
bined signal. Here we use the current theory of particle
acceleration at shocks (Haggerty & Caprioli 2020; Capri-
oli et al. 2020; Diesing & Caprioli 2021) to build catalogs
of only those SNRs which have a strong possibility of be-
ing hadronic, thus maximizing the signal to noise in a
neutrino stacking analysis.

This work is organized as follows: in Section §2, we
discuss the theoretical background for our SNR classifi-
cation scheme. In Section §3, we give an overview of the
available SNR data that was used in this analysis and
describe the procedure for categorizing SNRs and fitting
their spectra. Section §4 shows the estimated neutrino
flux for SNRs in different catalogs compared with the
estimated sensitivity of IceCube. Finally, in Section §5
we conclude with prospects for neutrino detection of our
catalogs and implications for SNRs as the main source
of Galactic CRs.

2. SPECTRAL CLASSIFICATION

The photon spectrum of an SNR contains informa-
tion about the physical processes producing the radia-
tion. The “smoking gun” of hadronic interactions is the
pion decay bump, a spectral feature which results from
neutral pions decaying around their rest mass energy
~ 135 MeV (e.g., O’C. Drury et al. 1994). The decay
produces two ~-rays, each of which carry roughly half of
the pion’s energy, leading to a «-ray bump around 67.5
MeV. This bump, which for a power-law distribution of
hadrons shows up as a cut-off below ~ 100 MeV, does
not have a leptonic analog and is therefore a conclusive
hadronic signature; it has been observed by Fermi-LAT
in sources such as W44 and IC443 (Ackermann et al.
2013; Cardillo et al. 2014; Liu et al. 2024), but in most
SNRs the sub-GeV flux is too low to reveal this charac-
teristic feature.

However, GeV-TeV observations also encode informa-
tion about the origin of an SNR’s ~-rays; in particular,
Fermi-LAT provides spectral indices of SNRs across this
energy range, which can be used to infer the emission
mechanism (Caprioli 2011, 2012). In general, diffusive
shock acceleration (DSA) produces energy power-laws
dN,/dE, o< EJ9, with ¢ = (r +2)/(r — 1), where 7 is
the compression ratio of the shock and depends only on
the shock Mach number (Bell 1978). For strong SNR
shocks, r — 4, and thus ¢ = 2, though corrections
due to self-generated magnetic fields suggest that val-
ues q ~ 2.2 — 2.4 are actually realized at strong shocks
(Haggerty & Caprioli 2020; Caprioli et al. 2020). In-
deed, observations of individual SNRs which are widely

believed to be hadronic (e.g., W44, W28, IC 443) show
spectra steeper than E~2 (e.g., Abdo et al. 2010a,b,c).

Inverse Compton, the upscattering of photons off of
relativistic electrons, is the dominant leptonic radia-
tion process and produces a hard ~-ray spectral index
x —(q + 1)/2, where ¢ is the electron slope. Accelera-
tion via DSA is rigidity-dependent, meaning the electron
slope should be the same as the proton slope at low (sub
~ TeV) energies where synchrotron losses are negligible
(Ellison & Reynolds 1991; Amato & Blasi 2006). For the
reference ¢ ~ 2 electron spectrum, the inverse-Compton
v-ray energy spectrum scales as dN,/dE, E;1'5.
Conversely, my decay produces photon spectra parallel
to the parent spectrum, i.e., a E2 proton spectrum
would yield a photon spectrum dN.,/dE., EZ 2, appre-
ciably softer than the leptonic one. Finally, relativistic
bremsstrahlung (Blumenthal & Gould 1970) produces a
spectrum parallel to that of the parent electrons, but it
is almost invariably under-dominant with respect to ei-
ther inverse-Compton or pion production in low or high
density interstellar mediums, respectively.

This information allows us to classify SNRs by their
spectral hardness, identifying candidates that are highly
likely to be dominated by hadronic emission. Broadly
speaking, DSA spectra have 2 < ¢ < 3, so any photon
spectrum softer than £ 2 must be hadronic (an inverse-
Compton spectrum would require an unphysical g 2 3),
and any spectrum harder than E2 2 is most likely to be
leptonic. Importantly, spectra are evaluated over the
GeV-TeV range, but not beyond, to avoid probing the
spectral cutoff which can mimic the appearance of steep
spectra typical of hadronic sources, but for unrelated
reasons.

Mechanisms for spectral hardening of hadronic SNRs
from interactions with clumpy interstellar media have
also been proposed (e.g., Celli et al. 2019; Gabici & Aha-
ronian 2014; Zirakashvili & Aharonian 2010), where am-
plified magnetic fields around the clumps prevent low-
energy CRs from entering and contributing to the y-ray
flux, but further work is necessary to quantify the ubiqg-
uity of such a mechanism and the fine-tuning of the en-
suing spectra. Nevertheless, we note that erroneously
excluding a hadronic source will typically be less pun-
ishing in a stacked analysis than erroneously including a
leptonic source. Our analysis can be interpreted as tak-
ing a “conservative” approach where it is possible that
some hadronic SNRs are missing, but very unlikely that
any leptonic sources are included.

3. SELECTIONS OF DATA

From the sample of 310 known Galactic SNRs (Fer-
rand & Safi-Harb 2012; Green 2025), we have lim-
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Figure 1. The relative positions of known Galactic SNRs
from Green (2025)(green points), and the selected sub-
set of SNRs in our Tier 1, 2, and 3 catalogs (magenta,
cyan, and white points respectively). Source for background
image: Gaia [ESA/Gaia/DPAC, Stefan Payne-Wardenaar]
ESA/Gaia/DPAC (2025). Distances are approximate and
are taken from Green (2025) when available, and otherwise
from Ranasinghe & Leahy (2024) and Wang et al. (2020) to
reach complete coverage for all SNRs.

ited our focus to those with high-energy spectral ob-
servations. Of this total population, Chandra’s SNR
catalog (https://hea-www.harvard.edu/ChandraSNR/
snrcat_gal.html) contains 152 observed in X-rays, and
Fermi’s First Galactic SNR catalog (Acero et al. 2016)
further reduces this number to 30 known SNRs with
several additional candidates. The TeVCat catalog
(Wakely & Horan 2008) lists 56 TeV-bright Galactic
sources non-exclusively typed as SNRs, and overlaps
with a portion of those in the Fermi-LAT catalog. Addi-
tionally, our samples have also been supplemented with
various observations from HAWC, HESS, VERITAS,
MAGIC, Tibet ASv, and LHAASO where available (see
tables for full list of references).

3.1. Tiers 1, 2, and 8

We categorize the SNRs of interest into three tiers
based on their likelihood of being hadronic and their ex-
pected detectability by IceCube, which is only sensitive
above the atmospheric background at energies around a
TeV or greater (Aartsen et al. 2020).
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e Tier 1: SNRs that are extremely likely to be
hadronic and potentially observable with IceCube
above the atmospheric neutrino background.

e Tier 2: SNRs that are likely to be hadronic, but it
is inconclusive whether their neutrino emission will

extend to energies above IceCube’s lower energy
threshold.

e Tier 3: SNRs that are leptonically dominated,
but bright enough to potentially contain an un-
derdominant hadronic component with flux com-
parable to sources in Tier 1.

Figure 1 shows the approximate positions of all known
Galactic SNRs super-imposed on a reconstruction of the
Milky Way as seen by Gaia (ESA/Gaia/DPAC 2025).
The approximate positions of our selected sources for
Tiers 1, 2, and 3 are in magenta, cyan, and white
points respectively. For visual consistency, distances
have all been estimated following the convention: adopt
the value from Green (2025) if it exists; if not, adopt the
value from Ranasinghe & Leahy (2024) and then from
Wang et al. (2020).

We build our Tier 1, 2, and 3 catalogs by examin-
ing the available literature for all SNRs known to have
~v—ray emission. From the literature, we do a first evalu-
ation of the spectral data in the GeV-TeV band, looking
for spectral indices which have ¢ > 2.1, our threshold
for considering spectra to be steep and likely associated
with ion acceleration via DSA. For these sources, we
compile all available spectral data over all available in-
struments from GeV energies and beyond, prioritizing
data from more recent studies if multiple datasets exist
for the same instrument. We then check whether each
source’s spectrum extends out to TeV energies; those
which unambiguously extend to TeV energies are added
to Tier 1. Those which do not have observed data be-
yond a TeV, but which have no sign of a spectral cutoff
in the observed GeV data, are added to Tier 2 under
the optimistic assumption that their spectra continue to
TeV energies, though we lack the observational coverage
to confirm it. SNRs which are spectrally steep, do not
have observed TeV emission, but do have an observed
spectral cutoff at energies below a TeV are excluded
from all tiers as they will fall below IceCube’s sensi-
tivity threshold. SNRs found in the literature which are
~v—ray bright, extend to TeV energies, but have spectra
harder than ¢ = 2.1 are likely to be leptonic in nature
and are thus tentatively added to Tier 3, but can only
be confirmed in this tier after their possible neutrino
spectrum is modeled. Those with a modeled neutrino
spectrum that is comparable to the average expected
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Figure 2. Flowchart of our classification procedure to sort SNRs into Tiers 1, 2, or 3, or to exclude them from all tiers.
Steep spectra are defined as those with spectral indices ¢ > 2.1. Beneath each tier is the tier-dependent analysis strategy for
evaluating the neutrino contribution of the contained sample of SNRs, where PL stands for power law, either with or without

an exponential cutoff as noted.

neutrino flux of sources in Tier 1 are kept in Tier 3, while
those with significantly smaller fluxes are excluded from
all tiers. A flowchart of our categorization procedure can
be found in Figure 2, and the lists of Tier 1, 2, 3, and
excluded SNRs (and their reason for exclusion) can be
found in Tables 1-4 respectively. A visual comparison of
the spectra for a representative SNR from each Tier of
the catalog is shown in Figure 3, where W51C (purple)
is a typical Tier 1 source, W44 and MGRO J19084-06
(blue and orange) are both typical Tier 2 sources, and
Vela Jr (green) is typical Tier 3 source.

3.2. Estimated neutrino flux per source

After categorizing relevant SNRs into their respective
tiers (or tentatively categorizing them for Tier 3), we
performed a basic spectral fit on the data for each indi-
vidual source. These fits were intentionally kept simple,
utilizing only the central flux values and omitting er-
ror bars and upper limits, since the resulting spectral
parameters are intended only as input values for our
subsequent stacked analysis. The parameters from each
fit are used to estimate the flux in neutrinos from each
source and assuming that that dN,/dE ~ dN, /dE for

proton-proton collisions (Kelner et al. 2006), and the
procedure for this estimate varies depending on the tier.

Tier 1 contains a mixture of SNRs with and without
visible exponential cutoffs. Those with visible cutoffs
are fit assuming a power law from energies > GeV and
an exponential cutoff,

3—2{ = AE"“exp [E/Ecut] (1)
where A is the normalization, « is the spectral index at
energies > GeV, and F, is the cutoff energy. Those
without visible cutoffs are fit in two scenarios, one “op-
timistic” and one “pessimistic”. The optimistic case fits
the power law > GeV with E.,; — oo, representing the
(naive) best case scenario for the neutrino flux. The pes-
simistic case fits the power law and exponential cutoff,
as in Eq. 1, but sets E.y; manually to be the energy
of the last observed data point (excluding upper lim-
its). These fits together bracket the range of possible
neutrino fluxes expected from a given source. The ex-
pected neutrino flux for all Tier 1 sources assuming a
power law with an exponential cutoff is shown in Figure
4. The fits with E.y4 — oo for the 5 sources without
observed spectral cutoffs are not shown for sake of clar-



10—10
>
L
7
Y1071
b
IS
o
(%]
2
5 10712
LLT
g —— W5IC, Tier 1
N‘c} 10-13] —— W44, Tier 2
w —— MGRO J1908+06, Tier 2
------ MGRO J1908+06 hadronic
—— Vela Jr, Tier 3 .
10- ) T )
10° 1010 101 10%2 10% 0%

E, (eV)

Figure 3. Spectral fits of representative SNRs from each
Tier of our catalog: W51C (Tier 1, purple) has a steep spec-
trum and observed emission at energies above a TeV; W44
(Tier 2, blue) has a steep slope but has not been observed
above a TeV; MGRO J1908+4-06 (Tier 2, orange) has a con-
cave spectrum where the low-energy portion may be hadronic
and may extend subdominantly to TeV energies (orange dot-
ted line); Vela Jr (Tier 3, green) has a hard spectral index
but is very bright at TeV energies.

ity, but the best fit parameters are included in Table 1
in rows labeled (b).

The sources (or hadronic components of sources) in
Tier 2 all have observed spectra below a TeV, and fitting
them pessimistically with exponential cutoffs at their
last observed data point would preclude them from emit-
ting neutrinos within IceCube’s sensitivity range. The
most optimistic case with no cutoff is interesting, as it
provides an upper limit to the expected neutrino flux
from these sources which can then be compared to Ice-
Cube’s sensitivity. However, SNRs are virtually guar-
anteed to have a spectral cutoff, so we also consider the
Tier 2 sample with a representative cutoff energy ap-
proximately equal to the average cutoff energy for our
Tier 1 sample, 10 TeV. Therefore we obtain a power law
fit for all Tier 2 sources assuming F¢u; — 0o, but use
both prescriptions for the cutoff energy (or lack thereof)
when calculating the IceCube sensitivity in subsequent
steps.

Three sources in Tier 2 have concave (or poten-
tially concave) spectra in the GeV-TeV range: MGRO
J1908+06 (Li et al. 2021; Acharyya et al. 2024), CTB
109 (Castro et al. 2012; Xin et al. 2023), and potentially
the southwest limb of SN 1006 (Lemoine-Goumard et al.
2025a). For these sources, it has been suggested in the
aforementioned studies that the spectra are best mod-
eled with a combined lepto-hadronic model. Specifically,
the spectral peak around ~ 1 GeV is due to 7° decay
which is overtaken by a rising leptonic contribution at
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higher energies, ultimately leading to a concave spec-
trum (see Figure 3, orange solid line). We perform a
fit to only the assumed hadronic portions of these three
sources, assigning a power law to the emission > GeV
but excluding data points where the spectrum begins
to rise again around tens of GeV (see Figure 3, orange
dotted line). This allows us to extrapolate the assumed
hadronic portion of the spectrum to energies 2 a TeV
for comparison to IceCube sensitivities. The power law
fits for all Tier 2 sources are shown in Figure 5, and all
fit parameters can be found in Table 2.

Tier 3 is comprised of sources with spectra harder
than E~2, where the bulk of y—ray emission is most
likely coming from PWNe and thus is very likely to
be leptonically-dominated. However, these sources may
also contain an under-dominant hadronic contribution.
For particularly bright sources, relatively large hadronic
contributions could be hidden beneath leptonic spectra,
but still contribute neutrinos with comparable fluxes to
sources in Tier 1. For Tier 3, we fit the total spectrum
using either a log-normal (e.g., the Crab) or power-law
with exponential cutoff (e.g., Vela Jr), where appropri-
ate to capture the shape of the spectrum, remaining
agnostic to the precise physics behind the shape. We
then add a “representative” hadronic contribution with
spectral index dN/dE o« E~2 assuming an ideal DSA-
accelerated population of protons, such that the sum of
the hadronic contribution and the leptonic fit do not
exceed 10% of the original leptonic fit, ie:

Sﬁt(E) + Shadronic(E) < 1]-Sﬁt(E) (2)

We then solve for values of the normalization, A, and
FE.ut which maximize the integrated spectrum of the
hadronic component > 1 TeV. This gives us an estimate
of the maximum hadronic contribution that could be
effectively hidden beneath the leptonic spectrum. We
then compare whether this optimal integrated flux is
greater or equal to the average source in Tier 1, which
is found to be ~ 1.33 x 10712 TeV /cm?/s. Sources with
optimal hadronic fluxes that are smaller than the aver-
age flux of a Tier 1 source are excluded. Those with
optimal hadronic fluxes comparable to or larger than
the average in Tier 1 are added to Tier 3. A table of
which sources are included in Tier 3 and their maximal
hadronic contribution (assuming an E~2 spectrum) can
be found in Table 3. The full list of excluded SNRs and
the reason for exclusion can be found in Table 4.

3.3. Notes on Individual Sources

3.3.1. Cas A

A recent study of Cassiopeia A (Cas A) from Cao
et al. (2025) has shown a slightly concave spectrum in
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the GeV-TeV range in data from Fermi-LAT, similar to
some of the sources in our Tier 2 catalog. The authors
suggest there is a possibility that this may be due to
a low energy hadronic component which is overtaken
by a leptonic component at higher energies. Beyond
several tens of TeV, the leptonic component then drops
off steeply and the hadronic component takes over once
more. In this modeling, the true hadronic component
would have a significantly steeper spectrum than what
was found in this work where we assumed the entire
spectrum to be hadronic, which will then impact the
expected neutrino flux from this source.

3.3.2. SNR G2/.7+0.6

SNR G24.740.6 is in a very complex environment,
which makes it difficult to understand the detailed ori-
gins of the highest-energy emission. Previous work by
MAGIC Collaboration et al. (2019) combined Fermi-
LAT and MAGIC observations and found good spec-
tral agreement and overlapping source positions within
1.50. Including the MAGIC contribution would ex-
tend the spectrum out to > TeV energies and show
evidence of an exponential cutoff, making G24.74+0.6 a
good candidate for our Tier 1 catalog. However, if the
MAGIC source were not the same as the Fermi-LAT one,
G24.74-0.6 would have no confirmed emission above a
TeV and be therefore better suited for Tier 2, meaning
it is likely hadronic but there is some uncertainty to its
detectability by IceCube. To err on the side of caution,
we have categorized the source as Tier 2 and excluded
the MAGIC observations from our fit, but future obser-
vations of G24.740.6 may provide reasons to upgrade it
to Tier 1.

3.3.3. G045.7-00.4

The energy spectrum of SNR G045.7-0.4 presented in
Zhang et al. (2021) using Fermi-LAT data shows data
points out to tens of GeV, and upper limits out to hun-
dreds of GeV. Beyond this, the spectrum is extrapo-
lated and compared to the predicted sensitivity curve of
LHAASO assuming one year of point source exposure
(Cao et al. 2019), which demonstrates that G045.7-0.4
should be detectable by LHAASO if the source has a
continuous power-law spectrum at energies above a TeV.
However, LHAASO’s first catalog (Cao et al. 2024a)
does not include a firm association with this source,
although it does include an association for 1ILHAASO
J1914+1150u with 2HWC J1914+117 (with a 0.13 de-
gree spatial separation). This source lies within 1 de-
gree of G045.7-0.4 (roughly 0.67 degrees apart using the
SNR location from Green (2025)). The current evidence
is ambiguous as to whether this is extended emission
related to G045.7-0.4, or whether there is no relation,

G045.7-0.4 is missed by LHAASO, and thus the SNR
must have a spectral cutoff likely around a few TeV
or less. Due to the current ambiguity, we have chosen
to keep the source in our Tier 2 catalog with an opti-
mistic fit, but further observations may provide reason
to downgrade this source into the excluded catalog due
to its incompatiblity with IceCube detection.

3.3.4. Vela Jr and RX J1713.7

Vela Jr (RX J0852.0-4622) is the brightest source
in our sample, and has an integrated flux over 1 TeV
slightly larger than the flux of the Crab. Its spectral
slope is quite hard, with = 1.81 £ 0.08 (H. E. S. S.
Collaboration et al. 2018a). A slope this flat due to
hadronic interactions cannot be well-interpreted in the
framework of standard DSA, which invariably produces
spectra steeper than £~2, and this suggests that Vela Jr
is most likely dominated by leptonic emission. However,
we note that Vela Jr has several distinct y-ray bright re-
gions (H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. 2018b) and possi-
ble associations with shocked molecular clouds (Pakho-
mov et al. 2012; Fukui et al. 2017), which can provide
the necessary targets for proton-proton collisions and
typically lead to hadronic spectra (Corso et al. 2023).
It has been suggested that the spectrum of CRs inter-
acting with molecular clouds may become harder than
E~2 for a variety of reasons (Gabici et al. 2009; Celli
et al. 2019; Inoue 2019), which may explain the contra-
dictory indicators in Vela Jr, and imply that it is indeed
a hadronic source. In order to err on the side of caution,
we assume that Vela Jr is predominately leptonic, but
include it in our Tier 3 catalog as a source which may
contribute neutrinos from an under-dominant hadronic
component.

Similarly, RX J1713.7 is one of the brightest known
Galactic SNRs in y—rays, and has a rather hard spec-
tral index of o = 2.06 £ 0.02 (H. E. S. S. Collaboration
et al. 2018a), indicating that it is a leptonic source. Like
Vela Jr, however, RX J1713.7 may be associated with
several molecular clouds (Sano et al. 2013), and has been
suggested to have mixed lepto-hadronic emission (Fukui
et al. 2021). As with Vela Jr, we have assumed the ma-
jority of emission from RX J1713.7 is leptonic, but that
an under-dominant hadronic component may contribute
toward neutrino production. Both SNRs are treated
here with a conservative approach within the perspective
of traditional DSA, but it is possible that further the-
oretical or observational developments will conclusively
favor moving them to a different tier catalog.

3.3.5. CTA 1

Recent work from LHAASO Collaboration et al.
(2025) shows the high energy spectrum of CTA 1 from
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combined measurements using Fermi-LAT, VERITAS,
and both of LHAASO’s WCDA and KM2A detectors.
The spectrum appears to have a concave feature across
the VERITAS band, which is somewhat reminiscent
of other SNRs like MGRO J1908+06 (Acharyya et al.
2024) or the recent observations of Cas A as mentioned
above (Cao et al. 2025). For these SNRs, it can be ar-
gued that this concave feature is due to a lower-energy
hadronic component which is dominant around a GeV,
but is overtaken by a leptonic component at higher en-
ergies, giving the appearance of two bumps in the spec-
trum. This argument is supported by relatively steep
spectral indices from ~ 1 —10 GeV. However, the lower-
energy bump for CTA 1 has a hard spectrum throughout
the GeV-TeV range, which indicates that this emission,
as well as the higher energy bump above ~ 10 TeV, are
both likely to be leptonic. This could mean that the
spectrum is actually comprised of a convolution of more
than one leptonic source, or possibly that the normal-
ization of the VERITAS data is slightly different from
that of other telescope collaborations causing the ap-
pearance of a dip from ~ 1 — 10 TeV. In either case, we
find that this source is most likely to be leptonic, and
thus consider it for Tier 3 but ultimately exclude it from
our catalogs.

4. RESULTS

The neutrino flux of any individual SNR is expected
to be too faint to provide a detection with IceCube,
but a stacked signal may be detectable in aggregate.
We first calculate the expected individual-source sen-
sitivity with IceCube using the 10 year public data
of tracks only (IceCube Collaboration et al. (2021);
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/VKL316). This is done
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Figure 5. Spectral fits for all Tier 2 sources assuming pow-
er-law spectra with no cutoffs.

using the SkyLLH software package developed by Wolf
(2019). The sensitivity is defined as the number of sig-
nal events (or flux) that it takes for the test statistic
(TS) to be greater than the median of the background
TS distribution 90% of the time. With SkyLLH, we use
10,000 background trials to calculate the TS threshold
and compare them with signal trials— injected “signal-
like” events obtained from the source’s astrophysical pa-
rameters and the instrument response function (IRF)
parameterizations, which account for the detector’s in-
trinsic angular uncertainty and energy smearing. The
expected signal for each source is dependent upon the
source declination, spectral index, and in some cases the
expected spectral cutoff. All inputted values for SNRs
in Tier 1 and Tier 2 are taken from Tables 1 and 2 re-
spectively.

Figure 6 shows the results for the expected IceCube
sensitivity for each individual source in the Tier 1 cat-
alog as a function of the source declination. The five
Tier 1 sources without observed cutoffs (namely: W28,
CTB 37A, W49B, W41, and Kepler) are fit both with
an exponential cutoff at their last data point (exclud-
ing upper limits), and with a power law and no cutoff.
The remaining six sources in Tier 1 have observed cut-
offs and are therefore fit only once, accounting for the
exponential cutoff (see Table 1 for details). Circular
markers represent the flux at 1 TeV required for a given
source to be individually detected by IceCube assuming
the source has an exponential cutoff. Square markers
represent the same, but for a power law with no cutoff.
For the five sources fit both ways, the range between the
upper and lower sensitivities bounds the most optimistic
and pessimistic possible required neutrino fluxes to pro-
duce a detection with IceCube. The cutoff sensitivities
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Tier 1 SNR Fit Parameters

Name A [eV] QAGeV Ecut [eV] Integrated flux > 1 References
TeV [cm ?s™!]
Cas A 1.54e-9 2.219 2.86e12 1.61e-13 1,2,3
W51C 3.28e-6 2.498 7.71el3 3.52e-12 4.5
Tycho 1.66e-10 2.206 4.60el2 3.57e-13 6
~—Cygni  9.71e-9 2.266 27912  2.59e-12 7.8
(G349.7+02 1.08e-8 2.332 1.06e12 1.01e-13 9,10,11
1C443 4.03e-5 2.586 8.17ell 1.61e-13 12,13,14
Kepler (a) 1.47e-12 (a) 2.071 8.38el2 (a) 1.89¢13 15,16,17
(b) 1.10e-11  (b) 2.157 (b) 1.96e-13
W28 (a) 2.89e-5  (a) 2.597 4.12e12  (a) 9.66e-13 18,19
(b) 1.59e-4  (b) 2.672 (b) 1.32¢-12
CTB 37A  (a) 3.36e-7  (a) 2434 1.39¢13  (a) 1.80e-12 20,21,22
(b) 1.45¢-6  (b) 2.499 (b) 1.59-12
W49B (a) 2.50e-6  (a) 2.516 1.00e12  (a) 1.20e-13 23,24
(b) 1.17e-4  (b) 2.685 (b) 6.62e-13
W41 (a) 1.10e-9 (a) 2.180 2.77el2 (a) 3.22e-12 16,25,26,27
(b) 4.55¢-8  (b) 2.338 (b) 4.74¢-12

Table 1. The best fit normalization (A), spectral index from GeV-TeV (acev), exponential cutoff (Ecut), and references used
for each SNR in our Tier 1 catalog. Sources W28, CTB 37A, W 49B, W 41, and Kepler are all fit twice, where fit (a) represents
the best fit power law with exponential cutoff, and fit (b) represents a single power law with no cutoff.

References: (1) Abdo et al. (2010a); (2) Ahnen et al. (2017); (3) Abeysekara et al. (2020); (4) Jogler & Funk (2016); (5) Cao
et al. (2024b); (6) Archambault et al. (2017); (7) Piano et al. (2019); (8) Abeysekara et al. (2018a); (9) Castro & Slane (2010);
(10) Nolan et al. (2012); (11) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2015a); (12) Abdo et al. (2010b); (13) Ackermann et al. (2013a);
(14) Albert et al. (2007); (15) Xiang & Jiang (2021); (16) Acero et al. (2022); (17) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2022); (18)
Abdo et al. (2010c); (19) Aharonian et al. (2008a); (20) Brandt & Fermi-LAT Collaboration (2013); (21) Abdollahi et al. (2020);
(22) Aharonian et al. (2008b); (23) Abdo et al. (2010d); (24) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2018c); (25) Castro et al. (2013a);

(26) Méhault (2011); (27) Albert et al. (2006).

of these sources lie outside the bounds of the figure, and
thus the square markers represent the lower limit sen-
sitivities for each. Crosses show the predicted true flux
of the source, also at 1 TeV. The ratio of the sensitiv-
ity to the predicted flux is shown in the lower panel,
where a ratio < 1 means the source may be individually
detectable, and ratios > 1 mean the source is highly un-
likely to be individually detected. As in the top panel,
the five sources without observed cutoffs have a range of
possible sensitivity to predicted flux ratios, and we show
here the lower limit.

We find that most sources in Tier 1 have sensitivity
to flux ratios between ~ 1 and 100, where the SNR
W51C may even be individually detectable. As ex-
pected, sources at very low declination are typically
worse candidates for IceCube than those in the northern
sky, and the SNR (G349.7+0.2 is especially ill-suited with
a calculated sensitivity of ~ 9 x 1075 TeVlem2s~! at
1 TeV, which is outside the bounds of the figure (the
corresponding ratio in the lower panel also lies outside
the figure’s bounds) and is expected to make a negligible
contribution to a stacked analysis. Other sources have

ratios ~ 10, which are ideal for stacking and demon-
strate the potential power of this technique for this
source class. A more careful estimate of the stacked
sensitivity would add weights to sources depending on
declination, but as an approximate method, we calcu-
lated the stacked sensitivity as,

90%
90% ~ (I)mes (3)

stacked ™ \/N

where @?r?z‘i is the median 90% confidence value of the
calculated sensitivities for Tier 1, N is the number of
sources, and thus @ggi"kcd is the 90% confidence value
of the stack of sensitivities. From our results, we obtain
% L~ 1.9 x 1071 TeV—lem=2s7!/V/11 ~ 5.8 x
1012 TeV~ltem~2s~!. We then compare this value to
the median predicted flux of our Tier 1 sample, which is
found to be ~ 2.2 x 1072 TeV~tem=2s7!, making the
ratio of stacked sensitivity to median predicted flux ~
2.6 in the most optimistic case. In the most pessimistic
case (and excluding G349.7+0.2), ®%0% = ~1.1x 10710
TeV~'em 257!, leading to a ratio of ~ 41. Ratios ~ 1,
like our optimistic case, indicate that the stacked sources




Tier 2 SNR Fit Parameters

Name A [eV] acev Integrated flux >1 References
TeV [cm™%s™']

G24.740.6 1.77e-9 2.208 7.40e-12 1,2,3

CTB 33 2.52e-6 2.516 1.71e-12 24

Puppis A 9.18e-8  2.398 1.78e-12 5,6

3C 391 1.04e-8 2.317 2.0le-12 7,8

Kes 17 1.72e-9 2271 1.21e-12 9

S 147 1.10e-7 2.411 1.45e-12 8,10

RCW 103 1.48e-9 2.269 1.12e-12 11

MGRO J1908+06 2.80e-7 2.461 9.09e-13 12,13

G45.7-0.4 5.37e-8 2.404 8.76e-13 14

Cygnus Loop 1.43e-6  2.522 8.24e-13 8

Kes 79 2.30e-6 2.550 5.96e-13 8,15

CTB 109 5.44e-9 2.338 5.77e-13 8,16,17

G8.7-0.1 (W30)  9.44e-9  2.694 4.18-13 18

Kes 67 1.73e-8 2.431 1.31e-13 19

W44 1.70el 3.188 6.99e-14 20

SN 1006 6.82e-11 2.246 6.62e-13 21,22,23

Table 2. The best fit normalization (A) and spectral index (agev) for E > GeV for each SNR in our Tier 2 catalog.
References: (1) Acero et al. (2016); (2) Ackermann et al. (2017) ; (3) MAGIC Collaboration et al. (2019); (4) Castro et al.
(2013b); (5) Giuffrida et al. (2025);(6) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2015b); (7) Ergin et al. (2014); (8) Suzuki et al. (2022);
(9) Supén et al. (2023); (10) Michailidis et al. (2024); (11) Xing et al. (2024); (12) Li et al. (2021); (13) Acharyya et al. (2024);
(14) Zhang et al. (2021); (15) Auchettl et al. (2014); (16) Castro et al. (2012); (17) Xin et al. (2023); (18) Liu et al. (2019); (19)
Shen et al. (2025b); (20) Ackermann et al. (2013); (21) Lemoine-Goumard et al. (2025b); (22) Xing et al. (2019); (23) Acero
et al. (2010).

Tier 3 Hadronic Component Fit Parameters

Name A [eV] FEcu [eV] Integrated flux > 1 References
TeV [cm™2s7})

Crab 3.30e-12  6.70e12 5.29e-12 1,2,3,4,5

Vela Jr 1.18e-12  1.03el3 1.89e-12 6,7

RX J1713.7 4.39e-13 4.14el3 7.04e-13 8,9,10

Table 3. The best fit normalization (A) and Ecy for the maximal hadronic contribution of sources in our Tier 3 catalog
assuming an E—2 spectrum.

References: (1) Aharonian et al. (2024) (2) Buehler et al. (2012); (3) Aleksi¢ et al. (2015); (4) MAGIC Collaboration et al.
(2020); (5) Lhaaso Collaboration et al. (2021); (6) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2018b); (7) Tanaka et al. (2011); (8) H. E. S. S.

Collaboration et al. (2018d); (9) Abdo et al. (2011).

are near (or slightly below) the detection threshold for
IceCube, and a ratio of ~ 41 for our pessimistic case is
less likely to be detectable. However, we note that these
estimates are only approximate and could be improved
by more careful treatment with source weighting as a
function of the SNR’s declination. Adding additional
years of track data and the inclusion of cascade events
would also improve sensitivity.

The sensitivity results for Tier 2 can be found in Fig-
ure 7 following the same procedure as discussed above
for Tier 1. The most optimistic sensitivity estimate
comes from treating Tier 2 sources as power laws with

no cutoff (triangles), but we have also considered a
more realistic scenario where all sources have an ex-
ponential cutoff at a representative F.,; approximately
equal to the average value found among our Tier 1 sam-
ple, 10 TeV (circles). We find similar patterns to the
sensitivity results in Tier 1, with greater sensitivity to
sources in the northern sky compared to those in the
south, and with some sources (such as G24.740.6) po-
tentially individually detectable. In the scenario where
all sources have no cutoff, the stacked sensitivity for all
16 sources using Equation 3 is ®%°% =~ 1.9 x 10712

stacked
TeV~—'ecm™2s7! and the median predicted flux is ~
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Exclusions/Rejections

Name Exclusion Reason References
G166.0+4.3 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 1,2
G73.940.9 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 2,3

HB9 (shell) possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 4,52
MSH 15-56 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 6,7,2
HB 21 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 8
G20.0-00.2 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 9
Monoceros Loop possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 10,2
MSH 11-54 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 11,12
PKS 1209-51/52 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 13
G357.7-00.1 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 14,15
G150.3+4.5 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 16

HB3 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 17

Kes 41 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 18

Kes 78 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 19
G359.1-0.5 possibly hadronic but sub-TeV 20,21,22
G106.3+2.7 leptonic with low flux 23,24,25
CTA 1 leptonic with low flux 26,27,28,29
3C 58 leptonic with low flux 30,31,32
CTB 37B leptonic with low flux 33,34,35
RCW 86 leptonic with low flux 36,37
G292.2-0.5 leptonic with low flux 38,39
J1731-347 leptonic with low flux 40,41
G54.140.3 leptonic with low flux 42,43,44
G323.7-01.0 uncertain SNR 45
G355.44-00.7 classified SNR, insufficient spectral data 46

Table 4. SNRs (and uncertain SNRs) that were considered in this work and excluded from all tiers, as well as their respective
reason for exclusion. Sources that are listed as possibly hadronic but sub-TeV are those with apparently steep spectral indices,
but that have visible exponential cutoffs or highly constraining upper limits at energies lower than ~ 1 TeV. Those that are
listed as leptonic with low flux are sources that were tested for inclusion in the Tier 3 catalog, but found to have an insufficient
theoretical hadronic component when compared to the average integrated flux of sources in Tier 1. The single source listed
as uncertain SNR would be an interesting source to consider for this analysis, but is not a confirmed SNR. Lastly, the source
listed as classified SNR, insufficient spectral data is listed as a confirmed SNR in the First Fermi-LAT SNR catlog, meaning it
is y—ray bright, but a more detailed follow-up of the source in the GeV-TeV band has not been done to our knowledge.
References: (1) Araya (2013); (2) Suzuki et al. (2022); (3) Zdziarski et al. (2016); (4) Oka & Ishizaki (2022); (5) Sezer et al.
(2019); (6) Devin et al. (2018); (7) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2018e); (8) Ambrogi et al. (2019); (9) Acero et al. (2016);
(10) Katagiri et al. (2016); (11) Tanaka & Takahara (2013); (12) Lemiere et al. (2025); (13) Eppens et al. (2024); (14) Yu et al.
(2014); (15) Castro et al. (2013c); (16) Li et al. (2024); (17) Wu et al. (2024); (18) Supan et al. (2018); (19) Shen et al. (2025a);
(20) Hui et al. (2016); (21) Hayakawa et al. (2012); (22) Hui et al. (2011); (23) Bao et al. (2024); (24) Tibet ASy Collaboration
et al. (2021); (25) Xin et al. (2019); (26) LHAASO Collaboration et al. (2025); (27) Aliu et al. (2013); (28) Zhou et al. (2024);
(29) Li et al. (2016); (30) Aleksi¢ et al. (2014); (31) Ackermann et al. (2013b); (32) Abdo et al. (2013); (33) Zeng et al. (2017);
(34) Xin et al. (2016); (35) Aharonian et al. (2008c); (36) Ajello et al. (2016); (37) H. E. S. S. Collaboration et al. (2018f); (38)
Acero et al. (2013); (39) Kargaltsev et al. (2013); (40) Condon et al. (2017); (41) (Acero et al. 2015); (42) Shi et al. (2025); (43)
Abeysekara et al. (2018b); (44) Cao et al. (2024a); (45) Araya (2017); (46) Acero et al. (2016).
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Figure 6. The predicted sensitivity of IceCube for each of
the sources in the Tier 1 catalog as a function of source dec-
lination. Circles represent the flux at 1 TeV required for a
given source to be detected by IceCube assuming the source
has an exponential cutoff. Crosses represent the predicted
true neutrino flux of the source at 1 TeV. The five sources
without observed cutoffs (see Table 1 (b) values) are also fit
optimistically assuming a power law with no cutoff, repre-
sented here with squares, which provide a lower limit to the
possible true sensitivity (see text). The bottom plot gives
the ratio of the necessary flux to be observed by IceCube
over the true flux of the source, where a ratio of ~ 1 indi-
cates the source could potentially be detected individually,
and ratios > 1 indicate the source is extremely unlikely to be
detected individually. The source G349.740.2 has a sensitiv-
ity ~ 9 x 107° TeV~'cm™2s™!, which is outside the bounds
of the figure, and a correspondingly high sensitivity to flux
ratio which is also outside the figure’s bounds.
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Figure 7. The same as Fig. 6 but for Tier 2 sources. Sen-
sitivities are calculated in two scenarios: one where all fits
assume a power law with an exponential cutoff at 10 TeV
(circles), and another where the fit is assumed to have no
cutoff (triangles).

1.3x 10712 TeV—tem~2s~!. This gives a ratio of stacked
sensitivity to median predicted flux of ~ 1.5. In the
less optimistic scenario where all sources are assumed
to have a cutoff at 10 TeV, the ratio of stacked sen-
sitivty to median predicted flux is ~ 8.4. Similar to
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the discussion for the Tier 1 catalog, this ratio could
potentially be improved by a more careful treatment of
source weighting, additional years of track data, and the
inclusion of cascade data. However, we also note that
our Tier 2 sources are treated optimistically, and future
~v—ray observations may reveal that some sources have
cutoffs even below a TeV. Whether these competing ef-
fects tend more towards improving sensitivity or wors-
ening it is difficult to say a priori, but a non-detection
of this catalog from an internal IceCube analysis could
be used as evidence that SNRs in this catalog tend to
have steep energy drop-offs around a TeV, supplement-
ing ~-ray observations.

The Tier 3 catalog contains only three sources (the
Crab, Vela Jr, and J1713.7) all of which are expected
to be dominated by leptonic emission, but which could
contain an under-dominant hadronic component with
appreciable neutrino flux compared to sources in Tier 1.
Both Vela Jr and J1731.7 lie in the southern hemisphere
where IceCube is less sensitive, and thus have individ-
ual sensitivity to predicted flux ratios for the assumed
hadronic component that are > 103, and we therefore
conclude that these sources are not expected to con-
tribute meaningfully to a stacked signal. The Crab,
however, was found to have an individual ratio ~ 2.8
for its assumed maximal hadronic component, which
could make it an interesting, albeit speculative, target.
More concrete evidence of proton-proton collisions in the
vicinity of the Crab may help justify the inclusion of this
source in a stacked analysis.

Lastly, we provide an estimate of the stacked sensi-
tivity for Tiers 1 and 2 combined using the most opti-
mistic sensitivities from Tier 1, first in the case where
Tier 2 is assumed to have a cutoff at 10 TeV: ®%0%  ~
3.7 x 1072 TeV~'em~2s~! and the median predicted
flux over both tiers is ~ 2.3 x 107!2 TeV~lem2s7!,
leading to a ratio of sensitivity to predicted flux of ~ 1.6.
In the most optimistic scenario where all Tier 2 spectra
are assumed to have no cutoff, ®20% =~ 2.9 x 1012
TeV~'em 257!, leading to a ratio of sensitivity to pre-
dicted flux of ~ 1.3. While our procedure for estimating
the stacked sensitivity is approximate, and thus caution
that the precise values reported would likely change in a
more careful log likelihood analysis, we nonetheless ar-
gue that this test motivates a followup of the combined
stack of Tier 1 and 2 sources by IceCube.

4.1. Contamination of Leptonic Sources

The previous section demonstrates the benefit of
stacking hadronic sources, but we now comment on
the penalty of including leptonic sources into the stack.
While many leptonic sources are extremely bright at
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Figure 8. The stacked sensitivity-to-predicted-flux ratio of
the Tier 1 catalog with increasing contamination from lep-
tonic “Crab-like” sources. Black circles represent the true
stacked ratio, and blue circles represent the expected ra-
tio one would get if they erroneously assume a 1:1 ratio of
~y—rays to neutrinos for a leptonic source. The green, shaded
region represents ratios in the detectable range for IceCube.

TeV and even PeV energies (Cao et al. 2024a), this
does not necessarily imply that their respective neu-
trino fluxes are also large; inverse Compton radiation
can produce y—rays at these energies without any cor-
responding neutrinos. The inclusion of leptonic sources
into a stacked sample would increase the expected sig-
nal, which could not be detected.

Figure 8 shows the effect on the ratio of the stacked
sensitivity to the median flux prediction for our Tier
1 sample of hadronic SNRs, but with increasing con-
tamination by “Crab-like” sources— sources with very
high y—ray fluxes and hard spectral indices, but which
we assume are fully leptonic and contribute no neu-
trinos. For each added “Crab”, we calculate the new
stacked sensitivity that would be naively expected if the
y—ray to neutrino ratio is 1:1, and use this to calculate
the expected ratio of sensitivity to predicted flux of the
stack (blue circles). At the same time, we calculate the
true stacked sensitivity assuming the added source con-
tributes no neutrinos, and use this to calculate the true
sensitivity to predicted flux ratio (black circles). The
trend in the expected flux shows the naive assumption
that prospects for detection will improve with the inclu-
sion of more of these sources, while the true ratio shows
it is actually worsening the prospects considerably. The
stacking procedure used in this work allows us only to
approximate this effect, but these results are a qualita-
tive argument that the inclusion of leptonic sources can
be detrimental, particularly if the desired signal is on
the cusp of detectability to begin with.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered all known Galactic SNRs and cat-
egorized them into three tiers based on their likelihood
to produce appreciable neutrino emission within the ob-
servable energy range for IceCube (see Figure 2).

Tier 1 consists of 11 SNRs with steep GeV-TeV
spectra (indicating that their ~-ray emission is likely
hadronic), and that are observed to have emission at
energies > 1 TeV where IceCube becomes sensitive to
astrophysical neutrinos. These sources are then fit with
a power law (either with or without an exponential cut-
off), in order to predict their expected neutrino signal.

Tier 2 contains 16 likely hadronic sources with steep
GeV spectra, but which are worse candidates for Ice-
Cube due to a lack of TeV observations. For these
sources, we have extrapolated the flux at high energies
in the optimistic case of a continuous power law spec-
trum either with no cutoff, or with a cutoff at 10 TeV,
in order to make predictions about the possible neutrino
signal.

Finally, Tier 3 is comprised of sources which are spec-
trally hard and thus have emission which is likely domi-
nated by leptonic processes (namely, Inverse Compton),
but are especially bright such that a substantial hadronic
component could be hidden beneath the total spectrum.
We found only three sources which could contribute
an appreciable neutrino flux from an under-dominant
hadronic component, and estimated the neutrino flux
assuming an E~2 spectrum.

Our results show that Tier 1 has O(1) sources which
may be detectable individually (in particular, W51C),
and that the stack of Tier 1 sources has an optimistically
calculated sensitivity to flux prediction ratio of ~ 2.6
using only IceCube 10-year track data which has been
publicly released and without weighting sources by dec-
lination. Our optimistic results for Tier 2 similarly pro-
duce a sensitivity to flux prediction ratio ~ 1.5 using our
basic estimation procedure. The rough stacked sensitiv-
ity estimate for the combined Tier 1 and Tier 2 catalogs
gives a ratio ~ 1.3 using the most optimistic fit values,
indicating that the combined catalogs may be a par-
ticularly promising route towards detecting a neutrino
signal. Our results emphasize the potential of a followup
using additional years of track data and including cas-
cade events, which could be important for going beyond
a detection and reaching 3o evidence potential.

Opening the neutrino window onto SNRs has the po-
tential to further our understanding of the sources of
Galactic CRs and, in particular, to test whether SNRs
are capable of accelerating particles to the CR “knee”
around a PeV and beyond. This work presents followup
targets that are motivated by theory, specifically reject-



ing sources likely to be leptonic, in order to have the
best possible chance of detecting a neutrino signal in a
stacked analysis. It is important to mention that y—ray
astronomy is an expanding field, and that future in-
struments like the Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA)
(Cherenkov Telescope Array Consortium et al. 2019),
and additional LHAASO data may alter the classifi-
cation of any individual SNR, causing sources to shift
among the catalogs presented in this work, downgrad-
ing some and upgrading others. Despite this, the strat-
egy presented in this work of categorizing sources based
on their likelihood of hadronic emission (using the most
up-to-date data available and basic theory of DSA and
radiation processes) represents the best possible chance
of detecting neutrino emission from any group of SNRs.

Lastly, we note that the present catalogs were con-
structed with IceCube in mind, but that there is strong
motivation to extend this framework to other neutrino
observatories sensitive in the TeV-PeV range but cov-
ering complementary regions of the sky. In particu-
lar, a corresponding analysis using KM3NeT’s ARCA
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telescope (Aiello et al. 2019) would be highly valuable,
given its potential superior sensitivity to the Southern
hemisphere, where roughly half of our source sample re-
sides. Future multimessenger studies combining v-ray,
neutrino, and CR observations will be essential to fully
characterize particle acceleration in SNRs and to resolve
the long-standing question of the origin of the highest-
energy Galactic cosmic rays.
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