arXiv:2011.10184v1 [astro-ph.EP] 20 Nov 2020

DRAFT VERSION NOVEMBER 23, 2020
Typeset using INTEX preprint style in AASTeX63

A Deep Search for Emission From “Rock Comet” (3200) Phaethon At 1 AU

Quanzal YE (MRE),! MartaEw M. KNigaT,? ! MICHAEL S. P. KELLEY,!

NICHOLAS A. MOSKOVITZ,? ANNIKA GUSTAFSSON,%* AND DAVID SCHLEICHER®

! Department of Astronomy, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA
2 Department of Physics, United States Naval Academy, 572C Holloway Rd, Annapolis, MD 21402, USA
3 Lowell Observatory, 1400 W Mars Hill Road, Flagstaff, AZ 86001, USA

4 Department of Astronomy and Planetary Science, P.O. Box 6010, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, AZ
86011, USA

(Received -; Revised -; Accepted -)
Submitted to PSJ

ABSTRACT

We present a deep imaging and spectroscopic search for emission from (3200)
Phaethon, a large near-Earth asteroid that appears to be the parent of the strong
Geminid meteoroid stream, using the 4.3 m Lowell Discovery Telescope. Observations
were conducted on 2017 December 14-18 when Phaethon passed only 0.07 au from
the Earth. We determine the 30 upper level of dust and CN production rates to be
0.007-0.2 kg s~* and 2.3 x 10?2 molecule s~ through narrowband imaging. A search
in broadband images taken through the SDSS r’ filter shows no 100-m-class fragments
in Phaethon’s vicinity. A deeper, but star-contaminated search also shows no sign
of fragments down to 15 m. Optical spectroscopy of Phaethon and comet C/2017
O1 (ASASSN) as comparison confirms the absence of cometary emission lines from
Phaethon and yields 30 upper levels of CN, Cy and C3 of ~ 10?*-10% molecule s~*,
2 orders of magnitude higher than the CN constraint placed by narrowband imaging,
due to the much narrower on-sky aperture of the spectrographic slit. We show that
narrowband imaging could provide an efficient way to look for weak gas emission from
near-extinct bodies near the Earth, though these observations require careful inter-
pretation. Assuming Phaethon’s behavior is unchanged, our analysis shows that the
DESTINY* mission, currently planning to explore Phaethon in 2026, may not be able
to directly detect a gas coma.
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1. INTRODUCTION

(3200) Phaethon, discovered with the Infrared Astronomical Satellite in 1983 (Gibson et al. 1983;
Green & Kowal 1983), is one of the very few near-Earth asteroids that have been directly or indirectly
observed to exhibit mass-loss activities (Jewitt et al. 2015; Ye 2018). It has been linked with the
Geminid meteoroid stream which produces the strongest annual meteor shower on the Earth in
modern times (Whipple 1983; Williams & Wu 1993). Most meteor showers have been associated
with unambiguous comets that usually become active at 3-5 au from the Sun due to the sublimation
of water ice (Meech & Svoren 2004). With an aphelion distance of 2.4 au, Phaethon’s orbit is
entirely within the water sublimation regime; however, numerous observations of Phaethon in the
past four decades have so far failed to find signs of water-driven activity. Various deep imaging and
spectroscopic searches have established the upper bound of emission levels of ~ 10%* molecule s~!
for CN (McFadden et al. 1985; Chamberlin et al. 1996), and ~ 1072 kg s~ for dust (Hsieh & Jewitt
2005; Tabeshian et al. 2019), scaled to ~ 1 au from the Sun. Phaethon has so far only exhibited
weak activity near its perihelion at ~ 0.14 au, presumably due to thermal fracturing caused by the
extreme environmental temperature at this distance to the Sun (Jewitt & Li 2010; Li & Jewitt 2013;
Hui & Li 2017). This activity is several orders of magnitude too low to supply the Geminid meteoroid
stream.

While Phaethon has not been observed to show mass-loss activity except for near perihelion, a
few near-Earth asteroids have been found to be active at much more moderate distance to the Sun
(e.g. ~ 1 au). (3552) Don Quixote, for example, has displayed recurrent activity from 1.23-2.72 au
(Mommert et al. 2014; Mommert et al. 2020); (196256) 2003 EH;, associated with the Quadrantid
meteor shower, might have been active when its perihelion distance was ~ 1 au (Jenniskens 2004;
Abedin et al. 2015; Galushina & Sambarov 2017). If Phaethon exhibits activity at > 0.14 au, it will
point to a mechanism different than the one that drives its near-perihelion activity. This could also
have significant implication for JAXA’s DESTINY* mission', which will flyby Phaethon in ~ 2026
at a heliocentric distance of ~ 0.9 au (Sarli et al. 2018; Arai & Destiny+ Team 2019), and therefore
would potentially encounter dust ejecta released at such distance.

Phaethon passed only 0.07 au from the Earth on 2017 December 16, making its closest approach to
the Earth between 1974 and 2093. This provided an exceptional opportunity to study Phaethon up
close, and has facilitated studies from optical to infrared and radio wavelength (e.g. Devogele et al.
2018; Kareta et al. 2018; Kim et al. 2018; Ito et al. 2018; Schmidt 2018; Kartashova et al. 2019; Taylor
et al. 2019, and others). Here we present a deep imaging and spectroscopic search for Phaethon’s
emission conducted during this close encounter.

2. OBSERVATION AND DATA REDUCTION

We observed Phaethon with the 4.3 m Lowell Discovery Telescope (LDT; formerly known as the
Discovery Channel Telescope, DCT) from 2017 December 14 to 18, near the time of its closest
approach to the Earth. At the time of the observation, Phaethon was approaching its next perihelion
on 2018 February 11. Imaging and spectroscopic observations were made using the Large Monolithic
Imager (LMI; Massey et al. 2013) and the DeVeny spectrograph (Bida et al. 2014), respectively,
with the observational circumstances summarized in Table 1. All observations were made with the

L An acronym of “Demonstration and Experiment of Space Technology for INterplanetary voYage, Phaethon fLyby and
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Table 1. Summary of imaging and spectroscopic observations of Phaethon presented in this work. The abbreviations of the
symbols are rg — heliocentric distance, A — geocentric distance, and o — phase angle. Sections marked with { indicate the use of
dichroic (see main text).

Date (UT) Purpose Section Instrument Filter rg A « Airmass Exposure Cond.¢ FWHM?
(au) (au)
2017 Dec 14 Dust §21.1, §3.1 LMI BC 1.06 0.09 32° 1.01-1.16 (5 s)x518 (512 used)Jr 1C 1.07-1.4"
2017 Dec 14 Dust §21.1, §3.1 LMI BC 1.06 0.09 32° 1.01-1.16 (5 s)x518 (512 used)]L 1C 1.0”7-1.4"
” CN gas §21.2, §3.2.1 LMI CN 1.06 0.09 32° 1.05-1.06 (30 s)x12 P 1.0"
2017 Dec 15 Gas §2.2, §3.22 DeVeny - 1.04 0.08 41° 1.01-1.03 (60 s)x29 P 1.9”7-2.0"
2017 Dec 17 Fragment §21.3, §3.3 LMI r’ 1.01 0.07 68° 1.01-1.16 (3 s)x25, (300 s)x24 (8 used) CL 1.3"7-1.7"
2017 Dec 18 Dust, fragment ~ § 2.1.3 , § 3.3 LMI r0.99 0.07 81°-83° 1.06-2.65 (0.5s)x238T, (0.7 5)x861, (1s)x90¢T  IC  1.27-1.8"

@ Weather conditions: CL — intermittent clouds; IC — intermittent cirrus; P — photometric
b Full-width-half-maximum (FWHM) of field stars.

¢ Only some are used — see § 2.1.3.

telescope tracking at Phaethon’s rate of motion. Data were obtained with both LMI and Deveny
on 2017 December 16, but were not as constraining as other nights due to the weather, so are not
reported here. Observations with the Near-Infrared High Throughput Spectrograph (NIHTS) were
also made and will be reported in a separate paper (Gustafsson et al. submitted).

LDT has an instrument cube which supports the simultaneous mounting of five instruments. Fold
mirrors allow rapid (<2 min) switches between instruments, making it possible to quickly transition
back and forth between instruments depending on science goals and changing atmospheric conditions.
A dichroic transmits optical light to LMI while sending infrared light to NIHTS, allowing simultaneous
observations of visible imaging and near-infrared spectroscopy. The dichroic has 290% transmission
from roughly 4000-7000 A and results in reduced sensitivity around a central, unvignetted field of
view, and renders some of the LMI filters (e.g. CN) unusable due to the decreased wavelength range.
It was used for a subset of images as discussed below.

2.1. Imaging

LMI has an unvignetted field-of-view (FOV) of 12.3' x 12.3" without dichroic or approximately
6.4" x 4.1" with dichroic and a pixel scale of 0.36” after an on-chip 3 x 3 binning. We observed
Phaethon in three filters, BC, CN, and r’, to be described in the following paragraphs. We also
observed with NIHTS on December 14 and 18, so some images from both nights used the dichroic.
The r’images from December 18 were acquired with NTHTS aligned at the parallactic angle, therefore
image orientation varied throughout that night. Additionally, NTHTS took very short exposures and
was dithered 5” in the parallactic direction between each exposure to facilitate thermal background
subtraction. Given the differing readout and exposure times for each instrument, synchronization of
image cadence would have significantly reduced the on-sky efficiency of NIHTS. We thus elected to
observe with NIHTS as the primary instrument, resulting in occasional LMI images that needed to
be discarded due to telescope motion mid-exposure.

Several calibration stars were also observed to facilitate data calibration. All images were bias-
subtracted and flat-field corrected with flats in the appropriate configuration (with or without the
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dichroic) using ccdproc (Craig et al. 2015). Images in each filter set were then aligned and median
combined into one final “stacked” image per night for analysis using AstroImageJ (Collins et al.
2017) and PHOTOMETRYPIPELINE (Mommert 2017), shown as Figure 1.

Figure 1. Median-combined images in different filters: (a) 512 x 5 s in BC taken 2017 December 14; (b)
12 x 30 s in CN, 2017 December 14; (c) 8 x 300 s in r’, 2017 December 17; and (d) a total integrated
exposure of 120.7 s in r’ from 206 images taken 2017 December 18. North is up and east is to the left. The
tail-like feature towards 3 o’clock in (a)—(c) is a detector readout artifact. All images are stretched using
the histogram equalization model (which redistributes pixel values such that the output image has a flat
distribution of intensities) and are color-inverted. Also shown on the upper-right corner of each panel are
the comet-sun vector (arrow to ®) and negative velocity vector (arrow to —v).

2.1.1. Blue Continuum BC

We obtained 518 images through the “blue” narrowband filter for dust continuum, BC, each in
5 sec exposure. A total of 6 images were discarded due to trailing that resulted from the motion
of the telescope during NIHTS operations. The BC filter, defined in the HB? narrowband filter
system (Farnham et al. 2000), has a central wavelength 4450 A and a bandpass width of 67 A, and
is nearly devoid of cometary gaseous species, most notably Cy and Cgz around this wavelength. As
such, the BC images are well-suited for the search of dust emission from Phaethon.

2 Stands for “Hale-Bopp” in reference to C/1995 O1 (Hale-Bopp), but the official name of the filter system is HB

(Farnham et al. 2000, § 1).
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We observed two flux standards at different airmasses (HD 37112 at 1.31, HD 72526 at 2.67), as
well as a point-spread-function (PSF) standard star HD 278835 (airmass 1.05, similar to Phaethon’s
airmass). The flux standards were used to determine the photometric calibration constants, while
the PSF comparison star was used for comparison with Phaethon’s brightness profile (§ 3.1).

2.1.2. Narrowband CN

We obtained 30 frames though the narrowband CN filter with 30 sec exposure for each frame. These
observations were made without the dichroic. The CN filter, defined in the same HB system, has a
central wavelength of 3870 A and a bandpass width of 62 A. The filter can efficiently isolate CN gas,
as the band is dominated by CN emission. The few ions presented within this bandpass are weak,
minor species such as emissions from certain transition levels from C3 and CH. However, given the
anticipated extremely low (if any) activity from Phaethon, we conclude that the fluxes from these
ions should be much weaker than the CN emission and are therefore negligible. Similar to the BC
observation, we also observed the same flux standards (HD 37112 at an airmass of 1.30, HD 72526 at
2.74) in order to determine the photometric constants. We did not observe any solar analog star in
CN, since the purpose of the CN observation is to facilitate a simple search of gas coma which does
not depend on removal of the solar continuum.

2.1.3. Broadband Sloan r’

Broadband Sloan 7’ images were obtained over two nights (2017 December 17 and 18). This
standard filter has a central wavelength at 6200 A and a bandpass width of 1200 A. We adopted a
different exposure strategy on each night: for the first night, we conducted a number of long, 5 min
exposures, interspersed with some short, 3 sec exposures, with Phaethon purposely saturated in the
longer exposures to facilitate a deep search for smaller fragments in its vicinity; for the second night,
we conducted a large number of very short exposures varying from 0.5 to 1 sec, with the same goal
of searching for fragments in Phaethon’s vicinity. The unsaturated images from the second night
would also be used for the search of dust emission from Phaethon, complementing the search with
the BC images (§ 2.1.1). Compared to the BC images, the r-band images are susceptible to weak
C, and NH, emissions present in its bandpass, though we note that detection of any emission would
be scientifically interesting.

The untrailed images were photometrically calibrated using the field stars and the Pan-STARRS
DRI catalog (Chambers et al. 2016), using the PHOTOMETRYPIPELINE package (Mommert 2017). The
5 min exposures taken on 2017 December 17, with background stars significantly trailed due to the
high apparent motion of Phaethon, were paired with untrailed 3 sec images that were taken closest in
time. The photometric constants of each 5 min image were then scaled from the paired 3 sec image
considering the difference in the integration time.

Both nights were affected by clouds, though the situation on the second night (2017 December 18)
was significantly better than the first (2017 December 17). For the images on the first night, we
visually inspected all images and discarded 2/3 of the images that were significantly impacted by the
clouds. The cloud-affected images from the second night passed the initial visual check, but were
later found to introduce a weak (~ 10%) gradient to the resultant stacked image (i.e. one side of
the image is slightly brighter than the other). Some images were also taken at high airmasses (up to
2.65) that may have contributed to the issue. Therefore, we rejected the images with photometric
zero points beyond the 30 range from the median value, as well as those with airmass greater than



6 YE ET AL.

2, totaling 208 out of 414 images taken on that night. The following analysis is based on the stacked
image generated using this filtered image set.

2.2. Spectroscopy

Spectroscopic observations of Phaethon were made with LDT’s DeVeny optical spectrograph, which
was formerly known as the Kitt Peak White Spectrograph before being transferred to Lowell Ob-
servatory in 1998. DeVeny was first installed at the 1.8 m Perkins Telescope, and was moved and
upgraded for operation on LDT in 2015 (Bida et al. 2014). The upgraded camera on DeVeny has
an unbinned pixel scale of 0.34”. We observed flux standard Feige 24 and solar analog HD 28099
at similar airmasses as the Phaethon observations (1.17 for Feige 24, 1.06 for HD 28099) to enable
absolute flux calibration and removal of reflected solar continuum of Phaethon. Additionally, we
also observed a bright unambiguous comet, C/2017 O1 (ASASSN), just before the Phaethon obser-
vation, to facilitate direct comparison between Phaethon and a comet. C/ASASSN was observed at
an airmass of 1.63, hence we observed an additional solar analog SA 93-101 at an airmass of 1.69
for solar continuum removal of the C/ASASSN spectrum. We used a 1”7 x 150" slit and a grating
of 150 1/mm throughout our observations, providing a resolving power of ~ 500 (with a dispersion
of 4.3 A/pixel at the blaze wavelength of 5000 A) and a spectral coverage of 3200 A to 1 pm. All
DeVeny observations were made at the parallactic angle.

We performed standard image reduction using the Image Reduction and Analysis Facility, or IRAF
(Tody 1986, 1993), including bias subtraction, flat-fielding correction, spectrum extraction, wave-
length and absolute flux calibration. We used different aperture lengths to extract the spectrum of
different objects: 3.4” (10 pixels, or £5 pixels from the nucleus; equivalent to 200 km at Phaethon,
2700 km at C/ASASSN) for flux standards and solar analogs, and 68” (200 pixels, or +100 pixels
from the nucleus; equivalent to 4500 km at Phaethon, 53,000 km at C/ASASSN) for Phaethon and
C/ASASSN. The aperture for Phaethon and C/ASASSN is much larger since the goal is to capture
as much signal of the large coma as possible. To ensure that the large aperture does not dilute the
possible signal from the coma, we also process the data in parallel using a smaller aperture length of
17" (£25 pixels from the nucleus, or 1000 km at Phaethon, 13,000 km at C/ASASSN), which showed
no improvement over the ones processed using the 68" aperture. Spectra were extracted using the
defined apertures centered on the target. Sky backgrounds, determined using a pair of 34”-long aper-
tures immediately outside the target aperture and symmetric to the target, were subtracted from
each spectral image. The analyses, to be described in the following sections, were performed on these
on-target, background-subtracted spectra.

Following an experimental technique discussed in Chamberlin et al. (1996), we also perform an
experiment and extracted two off-target spectra from the Phaethon images, with extraction apertures
covering the range between the Phaethon signal and the edge of the image, symmetric with respect
to the Phaethon signal. The purpose of the off-target spectra was to test an alternative way to
determine the gas emission from Phaethon, as it was free from the contamination from Phaethon
itself and could theoretically provide a wider on-sky aperture due to the extended nature of the
hypothetical CN coma. However, similar to Chamberlin et al. (1996)’s finding, we discovered that
the constraint derived from the off-target spectra was worse than the on-target spectrum. Hence, we
only perform our analysis on the on-target spectrum.

3. RESULTS
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3.1. Dust
3.1.1. Radial Brightness Profile

We first looked for extendedness of Phaethon that indicated the presence of a dust coma. This
was done by comparing Phaethon’s brightness profile to a comparison star. For BC images, we used
PSF comparison star HD 278835, observed at a similar airmass as the Phaethon images, as the
comparison star. For r’ images, since no PSF comparison star was observed, we chose a field star
with similar brightness, TYC 1720-1205-1 (V' = 10.6540.05), as the comparison star, though we note
that Phaethon’s apparent motion was so high that any field star was only visible for a small number
of frames. Uncertainties are computed assuming that they are dominated by Poisson statistics.
Despite the very high rate of motion (~2100” hr™!), our exposure times were short enough that stars
trailed for much less than the seeing (1”—2” for those nights). The result, shown as Figure 2, shows no
extendedness in Phaethon’s brightness profile, in line with the negative results from previous analyses
(e.g. Hsieh & Jewitt 2005; Tabeshian et al. 2019).
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Figure 2. Radial brightness profiles of Phaethon and comparison star taken using BC filter (top panel) and

r’ filter (bottom panel) under the same airmasses.
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3.1.2. Aperture Photometry

To derive a more quantitative constraint on Phaethon’s dust production, we performed aperture
photometry on Phaethon. The size of the hypothetical dust coma, [, can be approximated by the
turnaround distance of the sunward extent of the coma (e.g. Baum et al. 1992; Farnham & Schleicher
2005; Hui & Li 2017):

2.2 2
V5T v

= — o 1 (1)

26GMyAsina fBsina
where v is the grain ejection speed, A and ry are the geocentric and heliocentric distance of Phaethon
at the time of the observation, 8 = 5.74x107*Q,./(paa) (c.f. Burns et al. 1979) is the ratio of radiation
pressure and gravitational force acting on the grain (where @, ~ 1 is the scattering efficiency, pq
and a are the bulk density and radius of the grain), G is the universal gravitational constant, Mg is
the solar mass, and « is the phase angle. Here we see that [ is dependent on ve; which, in turn, is
dependent on the underlying activity mechanism which is unknown for Phaethon. Hence, we consider
two possibilities:

l

1. If the activity is driven by volatile sublimation like typical comets, the ejection speed v,; varies
as a function of /B (Whipple 1950), therefore [ is constant for all 3 given the relation in
Equation 1. The exact value of v; depends on the heliocentric distance and intrinsic properties
of the comet: the v of typical water-ice-driven comets can be approximated by the Whipple
(1950) model, while that of some weakly active comets can be an order of magnitude lower
(Ye et al. 2016). Considering these two different scenarios, we derive a theoretical apparent
coma radius of 0.2’-5" for Phaethon during its 2017 encounter (corresponding to a ve; between
~ 20-100 m s71).

2. It has been suggested that the modern day activity of Phaethon exhibited around its perihelion
may be caused by thermal fracturing instead of water-ice sublimation (e.g. Jewitt & Li 2010;
Li & Jewitt 2013; Hui & Li 2017). The ejection speed driven by such mechanism is not high,
possibly approaching the gravitational escape limit (Ye & Granvik 2019), making ve; dependent
on (. Assuming gravitational escape ejection, the apparent coma radius of Phaethon during
its 2017 encounter is < 20” for grains that are millimeter-sized or smaller.

Apparently, an aperture radius of 5" (~20,000 km at Phaethon) would cover every possible scenario.
However, as shown in Figures 3, 4 and 5, this isn’t possible for the BC'images owing to the vignetting
caused by the dichroic as well as the dithering of the images, which only permits an aperture of up
to ~ 4.5 in radius, potentially affecting the scenario where typical water-ice sublimation is the
underlying ejection mechanism, though we note that this scenario is unlikely since Phaethon is
clearly incompatible with typical comets. The r’ filter does not have the vignetting issue, and can
accommodate apertures as permitted by the camera, which is ~ 6’ in radius. Hence, we use a 3.5
radius aperture for the BC images and a 5’ radius aperture for the r” images, leaving a 0.5" annulus
immediately outside the main aperture for background estimation, as shown in Figures 3 and 4. We
obtain mge = 11.16 +0.02 and m, = 11.36 £0.03 where m,, is the magnitude for the specific band A,
with the uncertainties propagated from a combination of photometric uncertainties and background
Gaussian noise. As we will show below, the latter assumption is problematic, but the statistical
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errors in catalogs are comparable in magnitude to the background noise, therefore this issue does not
affect our results in a significant way.

Background

®)

Reflection

Figure 3. Apertures used for the measurement of the stacked BC image. The image is displayed in a
color-inverted linear scale. The marked inner circle, middle and outer annuli are used to measure nucleus,
coma and background fluxes, respectively. The vignetting, visible at the borders and edges of the image, is
caused by the dichroic and limits the maximum usable aperture to ~ 4.5" in radius. The marked ring-like
artifact is caused by internal reflection due to the high brightness of Phaethon.

The cross-section area of the dust can then be calculated by:

2 A2
Trgd

C _ —10—0.4(m)\—m®,>\) 9
pa(l au)?¢(a) 2)

with the uncertainty calculated by:
[AC] =0.161In 10(m>\ — m@7,\)[AmA]C (3)

where p) = 0.12 is the geometric albedo in BC' and r’; assumed to equal the general optical value
(Hanus et al. 2016), ¢(«) is the phase function at phase angle o which can be calculated using the
measurement made by Tabeshian et al. (2019) using B-band for BC and R-band for r’; Am,, is the
uncertainty of my, and mg ) is the apparent brightness of the Sun (—26.29 for BC and —26.93 for 1)
derived from the color terms measured by Farnham et al. (2000) and Willmer (2018). We note that
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Background

Figure 4. Apertures used for the measurement of the stacked r’ image. The image is displayed in color-
inverted linear scale. The marked inner circle, middle and outer annuli are used to measure nucleus, coma
and background fluxes, respectively. The vignetting caused by image dithering and changing sky conditions
limits the maximum usable aperture to ~ 5’ in radius.

the choice between asteroidal and cometary phase function is important here. If we use a cometary
phase function such as the one described by Marcus (2007), our final C' will be 2-10x smaller, with
increasing differences at larger o due to forward scattering enhancement of cometary dust. Although
a dust coma from Phaethon will likely be subjected to the same forward scattering enhancement,
our measurement here is dominated by the nucleus signal from Phaethon, therefore using the phase
function measured for Phaethon is more appropriate. Additionally, as will be shown below, no flux
excess that indicates the presence of a coma is detected. Hence, we conclude that the contribution
of the phase function in the comet regime in the final derived numbers is negligible.

By inserting all these numbers, we derive Cpc = 29.7 4+ 3.4 km? and C, = 41 & 14 km?. The cross-
section of Phaethon itself is somewhat uncertain, owing to the uncertainty in its shape and surface
property (Hanus et al. 2016; Taylor et al. 2019; Ye et al. 2019; Devogele et al. 2020). If we take the
radius of Phaethon to be ~ 3 km, the likely value suggested by radar measurement (Taylor et al.
2019), the cross-section of Phaethon is Cppacthon = WRl%haethon = 28.3 km?, in agreement with the
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Figure 5. Surface brightness (S.B., the total flux within each aperture divided by the area of the aperture)
of a series of 20”-wide annuli at increasing distances to Phaethon for BC and r’ images. The fall-off within
100” in the BC curve is not statistically significant and is caused by the CCD readout tail (as seen in panels
A-C in Figure 1). This feature is not present in the r’images as the sky was rotating during the observations
to maintain the same parallactic angle for NIHTS. The steep sections beyond ~ 300" for BC and ~ 400" for
r’ are caused by the vignetting at image edges due to the use of the dichroic (BC only) as well as artifacts
arising from image dithering.

derived cross-section within the uncertainty, confirming the lack of dust excess as found in Figure 2.
On the other end, the cross-section of the nucleus could be as small as 20.4 + 1.6 km? based on the
smaller nucleus derived from thermalphysical modeling (Hanus et al. 2016). This will increase our
detection to ~ 2.40, but still does not constitute a strong argument for the presence of a coma.

We note that the statistical uncertainty of the HB and PANSTARRS catalogs is about 1%-1.5%
(Farnham et al. 2000; Magnier et al. 2016), comparable to the derived photometric uncertainties of
Phaethon on an order-of-magnitude level. Is the uncertainty of the derived photometry dominated
by catalog uncertainty? If so, can we further improve our results by doing differential photometry
instead of absolute photometry?

To investigate this issue, we compare the raw counts derived from the earlier 3.5" (for BC) and &’
(for r’) apertures to that derived from a smaller, 20”-radius aperture that only includes the nucleus in
order to search for any excess in the 3.5'/5" apertures (as shown in Figures 3 and 4). This eliminates
the absolute calibration in the process and will improve the precision if the catalog uncertainty
dominates the final uncertainty. The 20" radius is chosen based on the location where the radial
brightness profiles in Figure 2 reach asymptotes. The counts are background-subtracted and are
sigma-clipped at the 30 level to reject artifacts, such as the internal reflection shown in Figure 3. We
confirm through visual inspection that no possible coma signal is rejected by the sigma-clipping.
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The relative brightness between the 3.5’ /5" apertures and the “nucleus” apertures is found to be
(1.050 £ 0.009) Fruclens for BC; and (1.128 +0.088) Frucleus for 7’y where Frycleus 1S the apparent bright-
ness of the nucleus. In an ideal case, an inactive nucleus should produce a relative photometry of
unity; however, here our results show a nominal detection at 5.60 (for BC) and 1.50 (for 1) levels!
To validate this result, we repeat the same procedure on the comparison stars defined in § 3.1.1,
and obtain (1.083 % 0.018)Fpucieus for BC and (1.079 £ 0.034) Fruclens for 77 (4.6 and 2.30, respec-
tively). Since the comparison stars do not have physical coma, the validation result suggests that
the uncertainty is underestimated by a factor of several. Additional tests with simulated Gaussian-
dominated noise images show that the stacked images have some remaining systematics as opposed
to being Gaussian-noise-dominated as assumed in our error estimation. This can be caused by a
variety of reasons, such as non-ideal flat-fielding, artifacts from optical scattering, weak bias pattern
that isn’t completely removed, and so on. Owing to the limited amount of data, we do not attempt
to construct a background model that accounts for the correlation of background pixels, but instead
simply estimate the true uncertainty based on the images of comparison stars. We estimate that the
upper limit of dust excess is about 10%—15% of the nucleus flux, grossly comparable to the BC value
derived from absolute photometry and represents a 3x improvement to the r’ value. This shows that
the true background noise contributes a similar amount (or slightly less, for the case of r’) of error
to the catalog error. Therefore, we conclude that differential photometry does not provide much
improvement over absolute photometry when the statistical uncertainty of the catalog is < 2%.

3.1.3. Dust Production Rate
The upper limit of the dust production rate can be approximated by

pd[AC]dUej (4)
0A

where pq = 2600 kg m~3 is the bulk density of the grain (Borovicka et al. 2019), 6 is the aperture
radius in radians, @ = 1 pm is the characteristic grain size for optical observations, and all other
variables follow the definitions given above. The value of v, is most uncertain, and can vary between
3-100 m s~! depending on the ejection mechanism, with 3 m s~ being the gravitational escape
ejection and 100 m s~! being the upper bound of the sublimation-driven ejection. By inserting the
numbers derived in § 3.1.2 with AC ~ 4 km? and a 5 aperture radius following the discussions
in the same section, we obtain a 3¢ upper limit of dust product rate of 0.005-0.2 kg s~*. This is
grossly in line with Hsieh & Jewitt (2005) and Tabeshian et al. (2019), who derived M < 0.01 kg s
and M < 0.06-0.2 kg s7!, respectively, though we note that they have each adopted a different
set of parameters: Hsieh & Jewitt (2005) used pg = 1000 kg m™3, @ = 0.5 ym, and an equivalent
vej = 30 m s, and Tabeshian et al. (2019) used pq = 3000 kg m™®, @ = 1 um, and an equivalent
Vej ~ 500 m s~*. If we consider Phaethon as a nearly extinct active body which likely has a lower
Vej, and adopt ve; ~ 10 m s™*, we would obtain M < 1072 kg s7! using the measurements reported
in all three studies.

M ~

3.2. Gas

We use two approaches to constrain Phaethon’s gas production rate: imaging with a narrowband gas
filter and spectroscopy. The narrow-band imaging permits measurement over a large sky area, which
is particularly advantageous due to Phaethon’s close distance to the Earth; while spectroscopy permits
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simultaneous measurements of multiple gas species and provides an unambiguous identification if a
signal is detectable.

3.2.1. Narrowband CN Imaging

To minimize the contamination from background star trails, we first reprocess the CN images with
a sigma-clipping rejection of background sources at 3o level, and then median combine them into
one stacked image, shown as the underlying image in Figure 6.

Given Phaethon’s close distance to the Earth during the approach, a hypothetical gas coma would
be a few degrees in size and is therefore much wider than LMI’s field-of-view, presenting a challenge
for the determination of the true sky background and any residual instrumental bias. Hence, we
do not attempt to measure the sky background, but instead measure the integrated flux of two
different-sized annular apertures centered on Phaethon, and then use the difference between the two
to derive the CN emission. This is simply because the column density of the gas species decreases as
the projected distance to the nucleus increases (e.g. Combi et al. 2004, Figure 1), with the amount
calculable with a Haser (1957) model. The configuration of the two apertures is depicted in Figure 6:
the inner annulus, Ap1, is between 0.5-2" from Phaethon, while the outer annulus, Ap2, is between
3.5-4.5" from Phaethon.

Based on the findings in § 3.1, we assume the underlying dust continuum in the coma region is
negligible. The inner radius of Ap1 is selected to ensure that the continuum from Phaethon itself
is excluded. While it is possible to subtract the continuum flux inside the inner aperture using the
BC images and the spectral slope derivable from the spectrum described in § 2.2, this introduces
more uncertainty into the process since any CN signal inside the inner aperture is very weak and
the continuum from Phaethon’s nucleus will dominate. Furthermore, the Haser model predicts that
the CN flux within a 30” radius aperture only contributes ~ 10% of the total CN flux within an
aperture of radius 2’ (the outer radius of Ap1) due to the much larger collecting area of the latter, so
the inclusion of the innermost CN component does not significantly improve the signal in Ap1. The
outer radius of Ap2 is determined by a background curve-of-growth analysis similar to one conducted
for BC and r” images (i.e. Figure 5), which shows a usable field of ~ 4.5" in radius (Figure 7). The
annuli are placed as far apart from each other as possible to maximize their flux difference.

The gas production rate @); of species ¢ can then be calculated from the flux of this species F; by

AT A% F, (5)
g(i,ry)7 (i, ) H;

where g(i,71) = g(i, 1 au)rg® is the fluorescence efficiency (or the “g-factor”), 7(i,ry) = 7(i, 1 au)ry
is the lifetime of this species, and H; is the collection efficiency for this species (the fraction of gas
molecules in the observing aperture as compared to an infinitely large aperture; also called Haser
correction) to be solved by the Haser model. Although we do not know the absolute values of each

F; in Apl and Ap2, we know how they relate to each other, which allows us to iteratively solve Q);.
The Haser model requires the knowledge of the scale lengths of parent and daughter species, as
well as the radial outflow speed of the gas, v;. The scale lengths of several common cometary species
have been estimated based on the observations of bright comets (e.g. Randall et al. 1992; A’Hearn
et al. 1995), which we tabulate in Table 2. The outflow speed is typically taken from the vectorial
model which assumes a constant speed of ~ 1 km/s at all heliocentric distances (e.g. Festou 1981a,b;
Festou et al. 1985; Feldman et al. 1987). However, later studies have disputed this assumption (e.g.

Qi =
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Figure 6. Two annular apertures (denoted as Ap1l and Ap2) used for the measurement of CN flux. The
underlying image is the color-inverted, median-stacked CN image with sigma-clipping rejection at 3o level.
The masked pixels are displayed in white.

gi:i:+++++++++++++++++
§0.3- +
% (0.2 A P ICN | | +

Distance from Phaethon (arcsec)

Figure 7. Surface brightness (S.B.) of a series of 20”-wide annuli at increasing distances to Phaethon for
CN images. The bump within 100” is not statistically significant and is caused by the CCD readout tail.
The steep section beyond ~ 300" is caused by vignetting at the image edges.

Bockelée-Morvan et al. 1990; Tacconi-Garman et al. 1990), suggesting that the outflow speed is, in
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fact, dependent on heliocentric distance and gas production rates, though the exact relationship is
not clear. Delsemme (1982) compiled the works of others and noted a o Q; /2 dependence, which were
later confirmed by others (e.g. Cochran & Schleicher 1993), presumably due to the collisional process
between molecules in these comets, though the data only included comets with Q; > 10%® molecule s=*
and the relation may not extend to weakly active comets. Cochran & Schleicher (1993) and Budzien
et al. (1994) both concluded that a satisfactory general value is v; = 0.857’1;1/ > km s7!, and this
relation has been frequently adopted (e.g., Combi et al. 2004; Feldman et al. 2018). On the other
hand, Bockelée-Morvan et al. (1990) and Tseng et al. (2007) analyzed observations of distant, weakly
active comets up to 4.5 au from the Sun, and suggested v; = 0.5-0.6 km s™! for distant weakly active
comets, again consistent with a simple o rgl/ 2 [km/s] law. Hence, for simplicity, we consider a single,
nominal model with v;(ry) = (rg/1 au)~'/2 [km/s], but caution that this may not be representative
of extinct or near-extinct objects such as Phaethon.

We then proceed to derive the relation between the aperture-corrected flux “excess” of Ap1 relative
to Ap2, described as

AF: = Fu (2 ) Fo (6)
Ap2
where F; ap1, Fiap2 is the flux in Ap1 and Ap2, and Ayp1, Aaps is the on-sky area of Ap1 and Ap2, respec-
tively (with annuli dimensions specified above). We then measure AF; from the stacked image, using
the parameters published in A’Hearn et al. (1995) and Schleicher (2010) (tabulated in Table 2) as ap-
propriate for CN to convert the solved column densities to observed flux. The fluorescence efficiencies
calculated by Schleicher (2010) accounted for the impact from the Swings effect, the variation of the
relative intensities of the CN lines due to the Doppler shift of the solar Franhofer lines with respect
to the comet’s CN emissions (Swings 1941). We obtain AF; = (8.540.4) x 107 erg A~' cm™2 572,
showing a detection at 210! As a validation check, we repeat the same process for the images of the
flux standard HD 37112 (used as a comparison star due to its similar airmass to Phaethon at the
time of the observation), and obtain AF; = (6.6+£0.2) x 1075 erg A=* cm~2 572, similarly showing a
high sigma level. Similar to the situation we encountered in § 3.1.2, this is likely caused by correlated
background noises, and do not indicate the presence of gas coma in the C'N images. Again, due to
the small amount of data, we do not attempt to model the background, but instead estimate the
upper limit of AF; to be ~ 1 x 107 erg A~ cm™2 572,
To express (); as a function of measurable AJF;, we first rearrange Equation 5 as:

~ Qig(t,re)T (1, rH)H;
N 4 A2

Replacing F; ap1 and F; ap0 in Equation 6, we will have:

Qig (i, ru)7 (1, 71) Aup1
AFi = A A2 Hi,Ap1 - KZQ Hi,ApQ

F;

which can be rearranged into

0, = 4 A?[AF) ] {7‘[@@1 _ (@> Hi,Ap2:| _ (")

g(i>TH)T(i7TH AApZ
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Table 2. Summary of spectroscopic constants, measured flux excess, and gas rates for
each cometary species. The spectroscopic constants are quoted from Schleicher (2010)
for CN with the Swings effect corrected, and A’Hearn et al. (1995, Table II) for other

species.
Species i Window @ g(z,1 au) Haser scale length at 1 au AF; (30 limit) Qi (30 limit)
Parent Daughter
(A) (erg s~1) (km) (km) (ergcm™2 571 A1) (molecule s—1)
CN (spec.) 386930 3.2x10-13% 1.3x 10 2.1 x 10° < 6.0 x 10715 < 6.1 x 10%4
CN (im.) 3870 +31 ” ” 7 See § 3.2.1 < 2.3 x 1022
Cs (spec.) 40624+30 1x10712 2.8 x 103 2.7 x 10% <1.2x107H < 7.9 x10%
Cz (spec.) 4850-5150 4.5 x 10713 2.2 x 10* 6.6 x 104 <1.9x 10714 < 4.0 x 10%°

@This column has different meaning for different techniques: for narrowband CN imaging, this refers to the
bandpass of the filter; for spectroscopy, this refers to the aperture used for signal measurement.

b This value corresponds to the g-factor of an object with rg = 1 au and heliocentric speed rg = —28 km/s as
appropriate for Phaethon at the time of the observation. See Schleicher (2010).

where H; pp1, Hiap1 are the collection efficiency (i.e. Haser correction) for Ap1l and Ap2, respectively.
This equation is solved by the Haser model provided by sbpy (Mommert et al. 2019). For reference,
the predicted ratio of the total CN signal between Apl and Ap2 is ~ 0.93 : 1 regardless of Qcn.
By using the upper limit of AF; we just derived, we solve the upper limit of the CN gas to be

1.4 x 10?2 molecule s~1.

3.2.2. Spectroscopy

To identify possible gas emissions and measure their rates, we remove the continuum in Phaethon’s
spectrum using a color-corrected solar spectrum, where the spectral color is derived by fitting a
3rd-order Chebyshev polynomial to Phaethon’s spectrum at the gas-free continuum points suggested
by Farnham et al. (2000). We then repeat the same procedures for C/ASASSN’s spectrum. These
procedures are done with the specutils package (Astropy-Specutils Development Team 2019). The
resulting normalized spectra of Phaethon and C/ASASSN, shown in Figure 8, show no cometary
emission from Phaethon. Similar to the analysis of the narrowband images, the derivation of the
absolute flux and gas production rate from the spectrum requires a non-standard treatment, since
the sky aperture can be contaminated by gas. We follow the steps laid out in § 3.2.1 and use the
flux excess between the on-target aperture and (contaminated) “sky” to iteratively solve the gas
production rate, with the various apertures defined in § 2.2 accounted for. The constraints are
derived from the 30 upper limits of the fluxes integrated over the bandpasses of each species (c.f.
Cochran et al. 2012, Figure 4). Again, following the earlier findings, we assume the underlying dust
continuum is negligible. The results, as well as the spectroscopic constants used, are tabulated in
Table 2.

3.3. Fragment Search

We visually inspected the stacked broadband images, shown in Figure 1c and d, for fragments in
Phaethon’s vicinity, but did not find any. The 5¢ limiting magnitude of the combined 8 x 300 s image
(Figure 1c¢) is 7’ = 24.0, equivalent to a 15 m body at Phaethon’s distance, assuming a Phaethon-like
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Figure 8. Normalized, continuum-removed spectrum of Phaethon as observed with LDT /DeVeny spectro-
graph on 2017 December 15, with major cometary emission lines and the Fraunhofer artifacts (the oversub-
tracted Ca™ and Fe lines from the solar analog) marked. The spectrum of comet C/2017 O1 (ASASSN),
observed with LDT /DeVeny on the same night and multiplied by a factor of 10 for clarity, is also shown as a
reference of the major cometary emission lines. The spectra are aligned to the continuum points. Cometary
emission lines are labeled using the lines listed in Brown et al. (1996) and Farnham et al. (2000).

albedo of pyy = 0.12 (Hanus et al. 2016). However, we caution that these images are heavily affected
by star trails and a saturated Phaethon; additionally, any hypothetical fragment will be situated
along the +v vector (unless it has an unrealistically high out-of-plane ejection speed), which is only
at a small angle with the background star trails, and almost coincides with Phaethon’s readout trail.
Therefore this very deep search is by no means complete. On the other hand, the 50 limit of the
combined unsaturated image shown in Figure 1d is ' = 20.4 mag, equivalent to a 100 m body at
Phaethon’s distance assuming a Phaethon-like albedo. These images are not as deep as the 300 s
images, but are free of background contamination. Our negative result is in line with previous reports
as well as observations conducted during the same close approach, including ground- and space-based
optical searches (Jewitt et al. 2018; Ye et al. 2018; Tabeshian et al. 2019), thermal (Jewitt et al. 2019),
and radar observations (Taylor et al. 2019).

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Comet Or Asteroid?

Since the discovery of Phaethon in 1983, there has been a debate on its true nature, though now
most, if not all the measured properties seem to indicate it being more asteroid-like than comet-
like. Apart from the connection to the Geminid stream, of which the formation mechanism remains
unknown, Phaethon’s only evidence of mass-loss — its near-Sun activity — is clearly incompatible with
typical comets (Jewitt & Li 2010; Hui & Li 2017). The derived upper limit for CN, presented in
§ 3.2.1, is nearly an order of magnitude improvement over the previous best result by Chamberlin et al.
(1996), and is on par with the lowest numbers ever measured/constrained for comets (133P/Elst—
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Pizarro had Q(CN) < 1.3 x 10*! molecule s™!, and P/2016 BA14 (PANSTARRS) had Q(CN) =
1.4 x 10?2 molecule s, c.f. Licandro et al. 2011; Li et al. 2017). The derived upper limit for dust
emission is on par with the best limits derived previously (Hsieh & Jewitt 2005; Tabeshian et al.
2019). How much further can we go?

Assuming a certain CN/OH ratio, we can use the CN rate to set an upper limit to the water-
ice-driven active area on the surface of Phaethon. A’Hearn et al. (1995) observed 41 comets and
found the range of log CN/OH to be —2.94 to —2.17. Applying this to Phaethon and using the ice
sublimation model described by Cowan & A’Hearn (1979)%, we derive an upper limit to the active
area between 100-4000 m?, subjected to the exact log CN/OH ratio or sublimation mode (subsolar
or isothermal). This can be represented by an active area up to 35 m in radius and corresponds to a
minuscule active fraction of < 0.003%, an order of magnitude smaller than the case of 209P /LINEAR,
the lowest active fraction ever measured for a comet (0.03%; Schleicher & Knight 2016). This result
is consistent with the apparent lack of hydration features derived from near-infrared spectroscopy
(Takir et al. 2020), as well as the predicted depletion of ices due to Phaethon’s extreme orbit (Jewitt
& Li 2010; Yu et al. 2019).

Could Phaethon’s hypothetical comet-like activity be driven by a volatile species other than water
ice? (3552) Don Quixote, for example, has a COs coma that is comparable to other short-period
comets in intensity (Mommert et al. 2014; Mommert et al. 2020). Certain comets are primarily driven
by CO sublimation rather than the classic water ice sublimation, such as C/2016 R2 (PANSTARRS)
(Biver et al. 2018; Cochran & McKay 2018; Wierzchos & Womack 2018) and possibly 21/Borisov
(Bodewits et al. 2020; Cordiner et al. 2020). However, these lines are best to be observed from
space due to the strong telluric absorption. So far, Phaethon’s CO/CO, emissions remain largely
unconstrained. The only reported constraint measured from submillimeter observation is ~ 6 orders
of magnitude higher than the CN upper limit (Wiegert et al. 2008). Mommert et al. (2020) found
that the source that drives Don Quixote’s activity can be represented as a single vent 45 m in
radius, producing dust at an order of ~ 107! kg s™! assuming pq = 500 kg m~3, @ = 100 pm, and
ve; = 10 m s™!. The active area and dust production of Phaethon is therefore even lower than an
extreme case such as Don Quixote.

In conclusion, the constraints derived by this and other earlier works shows that Phaethon is an
exceptional object even when being compared to the most extreme cases ever observed in comets.

4.2. Implication for the DESTINY" Mission

The DESTINY' mission to Phaethon, currently planned to launch in 2022, will carry a dust
module and a spectrophotometric camera to study dust and gas ejection from the asteroid (Arai &
Destiny+ Team 2019; Kriiger et al. 2019; Ishibashi et al. 2020). The flyby is currently planned for
2026 August 1 at rg = 0.87 au during Phaethon’s inbound phase, in an orbital configuration similar
to our observation (inbound at rg = 1.06-0.99 au). Assuming Phaethon’s behavior does not change
appreciably from orbit to orbit, DESTINY" will experience similar dust and gas rates as during our
observations.

Our observations confirmed an upper limit of the dust production rate of ~ 1072 kg s~! for micron-
sized dust, or ~ 107! kg s7! for 100 um-sized dust that is of more concern from a hazard perspective.
Assuming an isotropic, sublimation-driven ejection from Phaethon and a ~ 20 minutes flyby at a

3 https://pdssbn.astro.umd.edu/tools/ma-evap/index.shtml.
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relative speed of 30 km/s and a distance of 500 km (Arai & Destiny+ Team 2019; Kriiger et al.
2019), the 1-m-sized DESTINY™ spacecraft will encounter up to 10° micron-sized particles (or 103
for the Dust Analyzer, confirming the number derived by Masanori et al. 2018), or 10? submillimeter-
sized dust. However, in the case of a lower ejection speed, the number of particle encountered can be
higher: assuming a gravitational escape speed, the number of micron-sized particles can be up to 107.
We note that these numbers are only upper limits, since the dust rate derived from our observation
is also a upper limit.

Although DESTINY" will carry a multi-band spectrophotometric camera, our analysis suggests
that direct detection of the gas coma during the flyby is unlikely. This is echoed by the non-detection
of gas coma at comet 67P /Churyumov—Gerasimenko in the in-situ observation made by the Rosetta
spacecraft (Bodewits et al. 2016). The best chance to detect a gas coma would be when Phaethon is
close to the Sun with large observer—Phaethon distance; however, such observation would be difficult
to be conducted from Earth’s orbit due to Phaethon’s extreme orbit.

5. CONCLUSION

We conducted a deep search for gas and dust emissions from Phaethon using the 4.3 m Lowell
Discovery Telescope, during Phaethon’s remarkably close approach to the Earth in 2017 December.
No signs of activity were detected. The 30 upper limit of dust production rate is 0.007-0.2 kg s~ !;
while the 30 upper limit of CN gas production is 2.3 x 10?2 molecule s~!. We did not find any 100-m-
class fragment in Phaethon’s vicinity; a deeper, but star-contaminated search also did not reveal any
fragment down to 15 m range. Our results are consistent with the idea that Phaethon is now largely
inactive, and that the Geminid meteoroid stream, presumably originated from Phaethon, must have

been generated during the times when Phaethon was much more active.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank two anonymous referees for their careful reviews and useful comments, Heidi Larson and
Teznie Pugh for operating the telescope, as well as Maxime Devogele for discussion on the reduction
of DeVeny data. QY, MMK and MSK are supported by NASA Near Earth Object Observations
grant NNX17AK15G. NAM and AG recognize support from NASA NEOO grant NNX17AHO06G.
These results made use of the Lowell Discovery Telescope at Lowell Observatory. Lowell is a private,
non-profit institution dedicated to astrophysical research and public appreciation of astronomy and
operates the LDT in partnership with Boston University, the University of Maryland, the University
of Toledo, Northern Arizona University and Yale University. The Large Monolithic Imager was built
by Lowell Observatory using funds provided by the National Science Foundation (AST-1005313).
The upgrade of the DeVeny optical spectrograph has been funded by a generous grant from John
and Ginger Giovale and by a grant from the Mt. Cuba Astronomical Foundation.

The Pan-STARRSI Surveys (PS1) and the PS1 public science archive have been made possible
through contributions by the Institute for Astronomy, the University of Hawaii, the Pan-STARRS
Project Office, the Max-Planck Society and its participating institutes, the Max Planck Institute
for Astronomy, Heidelberg and the Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics, Garching, The
Johns Hopkins University, Durham University, the University of Edinburgh, the Queen’s Univer-
sity Belfast, the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, the Las Cumbres Observatory Global
Telescope Network Incorporated, the National Central University of Taiwan, the Space Telescope Sci-



20 YE ET AL.

ence Institute, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration under Grant No. NNX08AR22G
issued through the Planetary Science Division of the NASA Science Mission Directorate, the National
Science Foundation Grant No. AST-1238877, the University of Maryland, Eotvos Lorand University
(ELTE), the Los Alamos National Laboratory, and the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation.

Software: AstroImageJ (Collins et al. 2017), ccdproc (Craig et al. 2015), IRAF (Tody 1986, 1993),
PHOTOMETRYPIPELINE (Mommert 2017), photutils (Bradley et al. 2016), sbpy (Mommert et al. 2019),

specutils (Astropy-Specutils Development Team 2019)

Facilities: LDT

REFERENCES

Abedin, A., Spurny, P., Wiegert, P., et al. 2015,
Icarus, 261, 100,
doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2015.08.016

A’Hearn, M. F., Millis, R. C., Schleicher, D. O.,
Osip, D. J., & Birch, P. V. 1995, Icarus, 118,
223, doi: 10.1006/icar.1995.1190

Arai, T., & Destiny+ Team. 2019, in 82nd Annual
Meeting of The Meteoritical Society, Vol. 82,
6497

Astropy-Specutils Development Team. 2019,
Specutils: Spectroscopic analysis and reduction.
http://ascl.net/1902.012

Baum, W. A., Kreidl, T. J., & Schleicher, D. G.
1992, AJ, 104, 1216, doi: 10.1086/116310

Bida, T. A., Dunham, E. W., Massey, P., & Roe,
H. G. 2014, Society of Photo-Optical
Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference
Series, Vol. 9147, First-generation
instrumentation for the Discovery Channel
Telescope, 91472N, doi: 10.1117/12.2056872

Biver, N., Bockelée-Morvan, D., Paubert, G.,
et al. 2018, A&A, 619, A127,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201833449

Bockelée-Morvan, D., Crovisier, J., & Gérard, E.
1990, A&A, 238, 382

Bodewits, D., Lara, L. M., A’Hearn, M. F., et al.
2016, AJ, 152, 130,
doi: 10.3847/0004-6256/152/5/130

Bodewits, D., Noonan, J. W.; Feldman, P. D.,
et al. 2020, Nature Astronomy,
doi: 10.1038/s41550-020-1095-2

Borovicka, J., Macke, R. J., Campbell-Brown,
M. D., et al. 2019, Physical and Chemical
Properties of Meteoroids, ed. G. O. Ryabova,
D. J. Asher, & M. J. Campbell-Brown, 37

Bradley, L., Sipocz, B., Robitaille, T., et al. 2016,
Photutils: Photometry tools.
http://ascl.net /1609.011

Brown, M. E., Bouchez, A. H., Spinrad, A. H., &
Johns-Krull, C. M. 1996, AJ, 112, 1197,
doi: 10.1086,/118090

Budzien, S. A., Festou, M. C., & Feldman, P. D.
1994, Icarus, 107, 164,
doi: 10.1006 /icar.1994.1014

Burns, J. A., Lamy, P. L., & Soter, S. 1979,
Icarus, 40, 1, doi: 10.1016/0019-1035(79)90050-2

Chamberlin, A. B., McFadden, L.-A., Schulz, R.,
Schleicher, D. G., & Bus, S. J. 1996, Icarus,
119, 173, doi: 10.1006 /icar.1996.0009

Chambers, K. C., Magnier, E. A., Metcalfe, N.,
et al. 2016, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:1612.05560.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05560

Cochran, A. L., Barker, E. S., & Gray, C. L. 2012,
Icarus, 218, 144,
doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2011.12.010

Cochran, A. L., & McKay, A. J. 2018, ApJL, 854,
L10, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aaab57

Cochran, A. L., & Schleicher, D. G. 1993, Icarus,
105, 235, doi: 10.1006 /icar.1993.1121

Collins, K. A., Kielkopf, J. F., Stassun, K. G., &
Hessman, F. V. 2017, AJ, 153, 77,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/153/2/77

Combi, M. R., Harris, W. M., & Smyth, W. H.
2004, Gas dynamics and kinetics in the
cometary coma: theory and observations, ed.
M. C. Festou, H. U. Keller, & H. A. Weaver, 523

Cordiner, M. A., Milam, S. N., Biver, N., et al.
2020, Nature Astronomy,
doi: 10.1038/s41550-020-1087-2

Cowan, J. J., & A’Hearn, M. F. 1979, Moon and
Planets, 21, 155, doi: 10.1007/BF00897085


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2015.08.016
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.1995.1190
http://ascl.net/1902.012
http://doi.org/10.1086/116310
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.2056872
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833449
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-6256/152/5/130
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-020-1095-2
http://ascl.net/1609.011
http://doi.org/10.1086/118090
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.1994.1014
http://doi.org/10.1016/0019-1035(79)90050-2
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.1996.0009
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05560
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2011.12.010
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaab57
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.1993.1121
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/153/2/77
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-020-1087-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00897085

EmissioN oF (3200) PHAETHON AT 1 AU 21

Craig, M. W., Crawford, S. M., Deil, C., et al.
2015, ccdproc: CCD data reduction software.
http://ascl.net/1510.007

Delsemme, A. H. 1982, in IAU Colloq. 61: Comet
Discoveries, Statistics, and Observational
Selection, ed. L. L. Wilkening, 85-130

Devogele, M., Cellino, A., Borisov, G., et al. 2018,
MNRAS, 479, 3498, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty1587

Devogele, M., MacLennan, E., Gustafsson, A.,
et al. 2020, The Planetary Science Journal, 1,
15, doi: 10.3847/PSJ/ab8e45

Farnham, T. L., & Schleicher, D. G. 2005, Icarus,
173, 533, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2004.08.021

Farnham, T. L., Schleicher, D. G., & A’Hearn,
M. F. 2000, Icarus, 147, 180,
doi: 10.1006 /icar.2000.6420

Feldman, P. D., Weaver, H. A., A’Hearn, M. F.,
Combi, M. R., & Dello Russo, N. 2018, AJ, 155,
193, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aab78a

Feldman, P. D., Festou, M. C., A’Hearn, M. F.,
et al. 1987, A&A, 187, 325

Festou, M. C. 1981a, A&A, 96, 52

—. 1981b, A&A, 95, 69

Festou, M. C., Carey, W. C., Evans, A., Wallis,
M. K., & Keller, H. U. 1985, A&A, 152, 170

Galushina, T. Y., & Sambarov, G. E. 2017,
Planet. Space Sci., 142, 38,
doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2017.04.019

Gibson, J., Skiff, B., Shoemaker, C. S., &
Bardwell, C. M. 1983, TAUC, 3879, 1

Green, S., & Kowal, C. 1983, TAUC, 3878, 1

Hanus, J., Delbo’, M., Vokrouhlicky, D., et al.
2016, A&A, 592, A34,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201628666

Haser, L. 1957, Bulletin de la Societe Royale des
Sciences de Liege, 43, 740

Hsieh, H. H., & Jewitt, D. 2005, ApJ, 624, 1093,
doi: 10.1086/429250

Hui, M.-T., & Li, J. 2017, AJ, 153, 23,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/153/1/23

Ishibashi, K., Hong, P., Okamoto, T., et al. 2020,
in Lunar and Planetary Science Conference,
Lunar and Planetary Science Conference, 1698

Ito, T., Ishiguro, M., Arai, T., et al. 2018, Nature
Communications, 9, 2486,
doi: 10.1038/s41467-018-04727-2

Jenniskens, P. 2004, AJ, 127, 3018,
doi: 10.1086/383213

Jewitt, D., Asmus, D., Yang, B., & Li, J. 2019,
AJ, 157, 193, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ab13a9

Jewitt, D., Hsieh, H., & Agarwal, J. 2015, The
Active Asteroids, 221-241,
doi: 10.2458 /azu_uapress_9780816532131-ch012

Jewitt, D., & Li, J. 2010, AJ, 140, 1519,
doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/140/5/1519

Jewitt, D., Mutchler, M., Agarwal, J., & Li, J.
2018, AJ, 156, 238,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881 /aae51f

Kareta, T., Reddy, V., Hergenrother, C., et al.
2018, AJ, 156, 287,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881 /aaeb8a

Kartashova, A., Huséarik, M., Ivanova, O., et al.
2019, Contributions of the Astronomical
Observatory Skalnate Pleso, 49, 367.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.01064

Kim, M. J., Lee, H. J., Lee, S. M., et al. 2018,
A&A, 619, A123,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201833593

Kriiger, H., Strub, P., Srama, R., et al. 2019,
Planet. Space Sci., 172, 22,
doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2019.04.005

Li, J., & Jewitt, D. 2013, AJ, 145, 154,
doi: 10.1088,/0004-6256/145/6 /154

Li, J.-Y., Kelley, M. S., Samarasinha, N. H., et al.
2017, The Astronomical Journal, 154, 136

Licandro, J., Campins, H., Tozzi, G. P., et al.
2011, A&A, 532, A65,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201117018

Magnier, E. A., Schlafly, E. F., Finkbeiner, D. P.,
et al. 2016, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:1612.05242.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05242

Marcus, J. N. 2007, International Comet
Quarterly, 29, 39

Masanori, M., Srama, R., Kriiger, H., Arai, T., &
Kimura, H. 2018, in Lunar and Planetary
Science Conference, Lunar and Planetary
Science Conference, 2050

Massey, P., Dunham, E. W., Bida, T. A., et al.
2013, in American Astronomical Society
Meeting Abstracts, Vol. 221, American
Astronomical Society Meeting Abstracts #221,
345.02

McFadden, L. A., A’Hearn, M. F., Millis, R. L., &
Danielson, G. E. 1985, PASP, 97, 899,
doi: 10.1086,/131709

Meech, K. J., & Svoren, J. 2004, Using cometary
activity to trace the physical and chemical
evolution of cometary nuclei, ed. M. C. Festou,
H. U. Keller, & H. A. Weaver, 317


http://ascl.net/1510.007
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty1587
http://doi.org/10.3847/PSJ/ab8e45
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2004.08.021
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.2000.6420
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aab78a
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pss.2017.04.019
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201628666
http://doi.org/10.1086/429250
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/153/1/23
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04727-2
http://doi.org/10.1086/383213
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab13a9
http://doi.org/10.2458/azu_uapress_9780816532131-ch012
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/140/5/1519
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aae51f
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aaeb8a
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.01064
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833593
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pss.2019.04.005
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/145/6/154
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201117018
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05242
http://doi.org/10.1086/131709

22 YE ET AL.

Mommert, M. 2017, Astronomy and Computing,
18, 47, doi: 10.1016/j.ascom.2016.11.002

Mommert, M., Hora, J. L., Harris, A. W., et al.
2014, ApJ, 781, 25,
doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/781/1/25

Mommert, M., Kelley, M., de Val-Borro, M., et al.
2019, The Journal of Open Source Software, 4,
1426, doi: 10.21105/joss.01426

Mommert, M., Hora, J. L., Trilling, D. E., et al.
2020, The Planetary Science Journal, 1, 12,
doi: 10.3847/psj/ab8aeb

Randall, C. E., Schleicher, D. G., Ballou, R. G., &
Osip, D. J. 1992, in AAS/Division for Planetary
Sciences Meeting Abstracts, Vol. 24,
AAS/Division for Planetary Sciences Meeting
Abstracts #24, 31.15

Sarli, B. V., Horikawa, M., Yam, C. H.,
Kawakatsu, Y., & Yamamoto, T. 2018, Journal
of the Astronautical Sciences, 65, 82,
doi: 10.1007/s40295-017-0117-5

Schleicher, D. G. 2010, AJ, 140, 973,
doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/140/4/973

Schleicher, D. G., & Knight, M. M. 2016, AJ, 152,
89, doi: 10.3847/0004-6256/152/4/89

Schmidt, R. E. 2018, Minor Planet Bulletin, 45,
131

Swings, P. 1941, Lick Observatory Bulletin, 508,
131, doi: 10.5479/ADS/bib/1941LicOB.19.131S

Tabeshian, M., Wiegert, P., Ye, Q., et al. 2019,
AJ, 158, 30, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/ab245d

Tacconi-Garman, L. E., Schloerb, F. P., &
Claussen, M. J. 1990, ApJ, 364, 672,
doi: 10.1086,/169450

Takir, D., Kareta, T., Emery, J. P., et al. 2020,
Nature Communications, 11, 1

Taylor, P. A., Rivera-Valentin, E. G., Benner, L.
A. M., et al. 2019, Planet. Space Sci., 167, 1,
doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2019.01.009

Tody, D. 1986, Society of Photo-Optical
Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference
Series, Vol. 627, The IRAF Data Reduction and
Analysis System, ed. D. L. Crawford, 733,
doi: 10.1117/12.968154

—. 1993, Astronomical Society of the Pacific
Conference Series, Vol. 52, IRAF in the
Nineties, ed. R. J. Hanisch, R. J. V. Brissenden,
& J. Barnes, 173

Tseng, W. L., Bockelée-Morvan, D., Crovisier, J.,
Colom, P., & Ip, W. H. 2007, A&A, 467, 729,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20066666

Whipple, F. L. 1950, ApJ, 111, 375,
doi: 10.1086 /145272

—. 1983, TAUC, 3881, 1

Wiegert, P. A., Houde, M., & Peng, R. 2008,
Icarus, 194, 843,
doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2007.12.013

Wierzchos, K., & Womack, M. 2018, AJ, 156, 34,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881 /aac6bc

Williams, I. P., & Wu, Z. 1993, MNRAS, 262, 231,
doi: 10.1093/mnras/262.1.231

Willmer, C. N. A. 2018, The Astrophysical
Journal Supplement Series, 236, 47,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4365 /aabfdf

Ye, Q., & Granvik, M. 2019, ApJ, 873, 104,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab05ba

Ye, Q., Wiegert, P. A., & Hui, M.-T. 2018, ApJL,
864, L9, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213 /aadad6

Ye, Q., Zhang, Q., Hui, M.-T., & Dunham, D.
2019, Research Notes of the American
Astronomical Society, 3, 188,
doi: 10.3847/2515-5172/ab60aa

Ye, Q.-Z. 2018, Planet. Space Sci., 164, 7,
doi: 10.1016/j.pss.2018.04.018

Ye, Q.-Z., Hui, M.-T., Brown, P. G., et al. 2016,
Icarus, 264, 48, doi: 10.1016/j.icarus.2015.09.003

Yu, L. L., Ip, W. H., & Spohn, T. 2019, MNRAS,
482, 4243, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty3023


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ascom.2016.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/781/1/25
http://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01426
http://doi.org/10.3847/psj/ab8ae5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40295-017-0117-5
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/140/4/973
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-6256/152/4/89
http://doi.org/10.5479/ADS/bib/1941LicOB.19.131S
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ab245d
http://doi.org/10.1086/169450
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pss.2019.01.009
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.968154
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066666
http://doi.org/10.1086/145272
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2007.12.013
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aac6bc
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/262.1.231
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aabfdf
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab05ba
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aada46
http://doi.org/10.3847/2515-5172/ab60aa
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pss.2018.04.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2015.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty3023

	1 Introduction
	2 Observation and Data Reduction
	2.1 Imaging
	2.1.1 Blue Continuum BC
	2.1.2 Narrowband CN
	2.1.3 Broadband Sloan r'

	2.2 Spectroscopy

	3 Results
	3.1 Dust
	3.1.1 Radial Brightness Profile
	3.1.2 Aperture Photometry
	3.1.3 Dust Production Rate

	3.2 Gas
	3.2.1 Narrowband CN Imaging
	3.2.2 Spectroscopy

	3.3 Fragment Search

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Comet Or Asteroid?
	4.2 Implication for the DESTINY+ Mission

	5 Conclusion

