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Abstract

We present the results of a Monte Carlo technique to cakeules absolute magnitudeld and slope
parameters@) of ~ 240,000 asteroids observed by the Pan-STARRS1 telescope dbsriiyst 15 months
of its 3-year all-sky survey mission. The system’s exgaighiotometry with photometric errogs0.04 mags,
and well-defined filter and photometric system, allowed udeive accuratél andG even with a limited
number of observations and restricted range in phase an@es Monte Carlo method simulates each
asteroid’s rotation period, amplitude and color to derhve most-likelyH andG, but its major advantage
is in estimating realistic statisticedystematic uncertainties and errors on each parametemetieod was
confirmed by comparison with the well-established and atewesults for about 500 asteroids provided by
Pravec et all (2012) and then applied to determitirendG for the Pan-STARRS1 asteroids using both the
Muinonen et al.[(2010) and Bowell etlal. (1989) phase fumstio
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1. Introduction

Asteroid diameters are critical to understanding theiradyital and morphological evolution, potential
as spacecraft targets, impact threat, and much more, ydtastesoid diameters are uncertain »y50%

because of the fliculties involved in calculating diameter from apparenghtness. The problem is that an
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asteroid’s apparent brightness is a complicated functfdheobserving geometry, their irregular shapes,
rotation phase, albedo, lack of atmosphere, and their ranegfolith-covered surfaces. Most of these data
are unknown for most asteroids. The issue has been furtidused because catalogued apparent magni-
tudes for individual asteroids may have been reported byemaos observers and observatories over many
years (even decades) in a variety of photometric systentswaitying concern for ensuring accuracy and
precision. This work describes our process for calculatistgroid absolute magnitudes (from which diam-
eter is calculated) and their statistical and systemat@etainties for hundreds of thousands of asteroids
using sparse but accurate and precise data from a singlevab®y, the Pan-STARRSL facility on Maui,
HI, USA. Our technique is suited to estimating absolute ntages when the phase curve coverage is even
more sparse than those obtained by the Palomar Transieiory¢caw et al.| 2009).

An asteroid’s absolute magnitudd, is the apparent Johnson V-band magnitudgit would have if
observed from the Sun at a distance aful(i.e. observed at zero phase angle amd dlistance). Accurate
measurements ¢ as a function of time, together with infrared, polarime#ia radiometric observations,
can provide crucial information about an asteroid’s siz¢ strape, geometric albedo, surface properties and
spin characteristics.

In 1985 the International Astronomical Union (IAU) adoptbe two-parameter phase function devel-
oped by Bowell et al. (1989, hereafter B8®g(«; Hg, Gg), describing the behavior of the apparent magni-
tude:

m(r, A; Hg, Gg) = 5log(rA) + ®g(a; He, Gg) 1)

whereA represents the topocentric distancé¢he heliocentric distance, ardr, A) is the phase angle, the
angle between the Earth and Sun as observed from the ast@&eidenote absolute magnitude in the B89
system adHg with a corresponding slope paramet8g, that depends in a non-analytical manner on (at
least) an asteroid’s albedo and spectral type (B89; Lagstramd Magnusson, 1990). The slope parameter
determines how strongly the apparent brightness of ancadt@epends on the phase angle and accounts for
the properties of scattered light on the asteroid’s susaBg has an average value ©f0.15 (B89) for the
most numerous S and C-class main belt asteroid taxonomieacéurate determination of boithy andGg
requires a wide and dense time coverage of the object’s apparagnitude. Therefore, it is not surprising
that only a few tens of slope parameters were measured libfoaelvent of dedicated CCD asteroid surveys.
The B89 phase function was very successful, but obsensiticthe past twenty years have shown it can

not reproduce the opposition brightening of E-type asterdhe linear phase curve of the F-type asteroids,



and fails to accurately predict the apparent brightnessiafraids at small phase angles. To address these
issues Muinonen et al. (2010, hereafter M10) introducedtanrative phase functiomyy, with two slope
parameters(z; and G, that uses cubic splines to more accurately describe thevimehaf the apparent
magnitude. An alternative M10 formulation with a singlemgarametef3;, that is denoted in our work
asGy, can be used when the data are ndifisient to derive the values of the two-parameter formulaitien

m= 5log(A) + Du(e; Hu, Gum). Their phase function was constructed such Hiat~ Hg and the average
asteroid would have a slope parameteGaf ~ 0.5. This form of the phase function can provide better
apparent magnitude predictions but derivatiorHgf andGy, still requires extensive light curve coverage
and well-calibrated observational data (Oszkiewicz gi20)12). The IAU adopted the M1MH(G1, G2)
system as the new photometric system for asteroids in 2012.

In the remainder of this work we ugde andG to represent ‘generic’ absolute magnitudes and slope
parameters respectively, and use the subscBmsd M on each parameter when referring to the values
calculated using the B89 and M10 phase functions respéctiie implemented both functions to facilitate
comparison with 1) past work that used the B89 paramet@izand 2) future work that will use the now-
standard M10 implementation. When we &g we specifically mean the M18;, parameter.

The accuracy of most reported absolute magnitudes is pootalthe lack of good photometry and
limited phase curve coverage. Juri€ €t al. (e.9. 2002) fagbrted a systematic error of abou# hags
in the MPC's absolute magnitudes which the MPC (and othera) attempt to address with observatory-
dependent corrections to the reported apparent magnitudes

The determination d& has traditionally been even more of a challenge — they aréBoudt to measure
that they have only been calculated fer0.1% of asteroids and, even then, the uncertainty is usuatyela
(Pravec et all, 2012). An accurate measurement requiragdenerage of the phase curve and observations
at different viewing aspects on the asteroid i.e. sub-solar pasitiThe vast majority of asteroids have no
measured slope parameter so the average valu@s ©f0.15 orGy = 0.5 are used. This assumption trans-
lates into a systematic error in an individual asteroid’'andG, and large uncertainty on the distribution of
the parameters in the population. The problem is partitutanute for objects that have been observed only
at large phase angles e.g. resonant objects like 3753 @eljtle la Fuente Marcos and de la Fuente Marcos,
2013; Wiegert et al., 1997), and objects that orbit the Suinedywithin Earth’s orbit(Zavodny et al., 2008)
for which absolute magnitudes might be in error by up to allouags.

In summary, the problems with our current knowledge of astleaibsolute magnitudes and slope param-

eters are due to:



1. Reporting observations to the Minor Planet Center (MPRQ@)oin-standard filters ayat without accu-
rate calibration.

2. Not performing the color transformation from the filteedgor an observation to the Johnson V-band
for an asteroid’s (usually unknown) color.

3. The lack of information about the photometric uncertaon each observation reported to the MPC
so that it must be statistically ‘back-calculated’ for eaut¥servatory (or observer) from historical
observations.

4. The MPC database storing photometric values with orllyrtags precision.

5. Assuming thaGg = 0.15 for all asteroids that do not have a reported value forltiygegparameter.

6. The accepted ‘standard’ average slope paramet&gof 0.15 for S and C class asteroids being
different from the actual value &g = 0.20 (Pravec et al., 2012).

7. Sparse observations (in time). The lack of informatioowaltheir rotation amplitudes induces an error
and uncertainty irH.

8. Selection fects (Jedicke et al., 2002) that bias the discovery of astetowards their rotation am-
plitude maxima which induce a systematic error in theirceiH.

9. Most of the &ort in derivingH andG focuses on their statistical uncertainties when the syatiem

uncertainties dominate.

In this work we address each of these issues and deriveHpesg) and Hu, Gv) parameters for
known asteroids in the inner solar system out to, and innydiupiter’s Trojan asteroids. All the data
were acquired by a single wide-field survey, Pan-STARRSIis@¢at al.| 2010), in standard filters with
measured transformations to an accepted photometricnsygtdding photometric uncertainties that are
typically about an order of magnitude smaller than earligvsys. We use a Monte Carlo technique to
measure the systematic errors introduced by filter transdtions for unknown spectral types, unkno@n

and the unknown asteroid spin and amplitude.

2. Pan-STARRSI asteroids.

The Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid Response Sygtertosype telescope (Pan-STARRS1;
Kaiser et al., 2010) was operated by the PS1 Science Camsodtiring the time period in which the data
used in this study was acquired. The telescope has a l.4igggj@ameral(Tonry and Ongka, 2009) and

1.8 meterf/4 Ritchey-Chretien optical assembly and has been survelimgky since the second half of



2011. Although the scientific scope of the survey is wide —iding the solar system, exoplanets, brown
dwarfs, stellar astronomy, galaxies, cosmology, etc. —trabthe data products are suitable for asteroid
science. About 5% of the survey time was dedicated to theatS®ystem’ (SS) survey (more accurately
a survey for near-Earth objects, NEO) through the end of 2@&2 increased to about 11% from then till
2014 March 31, and the system is now 100% dedicated to NE@gitngy.

Pan-STARRS1 surveys in six broadband filters, four of whieherdesigned to be similar to the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey photometric system (SDSS; Fukugita 2tE96). Most of the observing time was
devoted to the B survey of the sky north of30 arcdeg declination for which each field was observed up
to 20x/year in each of 5 filters —gp1, rp1, ip1, Zp1 andyp;. In the 3r survey the same field is observed 2
or 4 times on a single night in 30-40 second exposures olataifthin about an hour. The dedicated solar
system survey used only the wide-bamd filter that is roughly equivalent tgp; + rp; + ip1 With 45 second
exposures and a cadence~oR0 min to image the same fielkight. The SS survey typically included
fields within about 30 arcdeg of opposition or at small solangations ranging from 60 arcdeg to 90 arcdeg
of the Sun.

Image processing was performed automatically and almastirtime by the Image Processing Pipeline
(IPP;[Magnier, 2006). Transient objects were identifiedrdftifference imaging’ (Lupton, 2007) in which
two consecutive images were convolved and subtracted tdifgenoving, or stationary but variable, tar-
gets. The photometric calibration until May 2012 was basedambined fluxes of bright stars from Tycho,
USNO-B and 2MASS catalogs. Since that time the entire nantbley has been imaged by Pan-STARRS1 in
all 5 filters allowing the development and use of the Pan-SHSR star catalog with ‘ubercalibrated’ mag-
nitudes and zero points providing photometric uncertaitif~ 1% (Schlafly et al., 2012; Magnier et al.,
2013).

Moving transient detections are identified and linked intcklets by the Moving Object Processing
System (MOPS; Denneau el al., 2013) and tracklets are assdavith known asteroids by known server
(Milani et al. /2008). As of May 2015 the Pan-STARRS1 MOP 3rtdwms submitted 16, 700 000 positions
and magnitudes of 575,000 known asteroids to the MPC remtiage85% of all numbered asteroids. During
the same time period the system discoverédl,000 asteroids, among them about 850 NEOs and 46 comets,
and reported about 2,500,000 detections of unknown adtetoithe MPC. About 42% of the detections
were in thewp; filter acquired during the solar system survey while onlywl8%6 were in the/p; andzp;
bands.

To ensure a consistent data set of high quality photometgy [[[f we restricted the detections used in



this study to known asteroids in the inner solar system (@uainid including Jupiter’s Trojans) with multi-
opposition orbits acquired during a sub-set of theaBd solar system surveys between February 2011 and
May 2012 (see Tablg 1) The detections were selected fronPfs talibrated chip-stage PSF-fit photometry
(Schlafly et al., 2012) and were required to be unsaturatitd,sm >5, and not blended with stars or image
artifacts. The Pan-STARRSL1 IPP never implemented the déapadf fitting trailed asteroid detections, so
we restricted our data sample to asteroids that trailed $s/tlean 5 pixels during the exposure, equivalent
to the typical PSF-width of 1arcsec This limited the maximum rate of motion of the asteroids ot

0.75 degday, excluding most NEOs and even fast-moving asteroigsHilkngarias and Phocaeas on the
inner edge of the main belt. Our strict criteria resulted isea of more than one million detections of

approximately 240,000 asteroids

Table 1: Percentage of Pan-STARRSL1 asteroid detectiorechfdter in the time period from February 2011 to May 2014yga do
not add to 100% due to rounding).

Band Op1 fp1 Pt Y1 Zp1 Wp1

Fraction (%)| 18 20 17 22 6.2 36

Despite the enormous number of asteroid detections thererdy about 10 detectiofesteroid and
each object is observed on average on onl$ different nights over a phase angle range spanning about
7 arcdeg (Figldl). Therefore, the survey pattern does natailp allow the determination of an asteroid’s
spectral type, rotation amplitude or period. The detestioave a mearRMS photometric uncertainty of
0.04+0.02mags and averag®MS visual magnitude of 18+ 1.2 mags. The photometric uncertainty mode
is ~ 0.02mags corresponding 8m ~ 50 detections. This surprisingly high value is due to ouec@hn
criteria: the multi-opposition objects were identified @mrléer surveys with smaller telescopes so they are
typically brighter when observed with Pan-STARRS1. Not# inly ~ 1% of the detections in our data

sub-set have a photometric uncertainty greater than.thm&gs precision provided by the MPC.

3. Method

This work introduces a Monte Carlo technique to deterntin@andG when possible) and its statisti-

cak-systematic uncertainty based on the generation of synthsteroids (clones) that are each consistent
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Figure 1: Characteristics of PS1 asteroid detections ustds work. (clockwise from top left) number of detectiorex pbject, phase
angle range per object, apparent V-magnitudes, and phtriornacertainties per detection.

with the known asteroid. The clones explore the phase spialaght curve rotation amplitudes, periods,
colors and slope parameter in an attempt to replicate theredd apparent magnitudes. Each clone’s obser-
vations are evaluated individually in the fitting processléiveH andG in the same manner as the actual

observations so that the distribution of values for eacledlyj clones provide a measure of the systematic
errors in the values.



3.1. Step 1: Initial fit for H and G

The first step is essentially identical to the typical tegiueifor calculatindd andG: we fit the apparent
V-band magnitude to the B89 and M10 phase functions usin@lb@rocedurenpfitdeuxH that employs
the Levenberg-Marquardt least-squares fitting techniteednberg, 1944; Marquardt, 1963) to minimize
the variance between the detections’ apparent magnitudetha values predicted by the models. We con-
verted the Pan-STARRS1 apparent magnitudes to V-band testogomy-dependent filter transformations
if the asteroid’s taxonomy was specifiedlby Hasselmann| ¢2@1.2) and, if not, the mean+& class color
(see Tabl€l2).

Table 2: Asteroid magnitude transformations from Pan-SR&R AB filter magnitudes to the Johnson-Cousin V- systemdase

Tonry et al.|(2012). Solar colors are also included for esfiee.

Taxonomy | V-gp1  V-rp1  V-ipt  V-zp1  V-yp1  V-Wps
Sun -0.217 0.183 0.293 0.311 0.311 0.114
-0.312 0.252 0.379 0.238 0.158 0.156
-0.325 0.275 0.470 0.416 0.411 0.199
-0.238 0.194 0.308 0.320 0.316 0.120
-0.281 0.246 0.460 0.551 0.627 0.191
X -0.247 0.207 0.367 0.419 0.450 0.146
Mean (S-C) | -0.28 0.23 0.39 0.37 0.36 0.16

O 0O »nw O

The initial fits also use the mean class-depen@gmtovided in TabléR if the taxonomic class is specified
in the SDSS database (Hasselmann et al.,|2012) but, if the anot known, we use the mean of Be
andC—class valuesGg = 0.15 (B89) andGy = 0.53 (Oszkiewicz et all, 2012) respectively.

The initial fits provided the absolute magnitudes in bothtphreetric systemsHg; andHy;, that were

the inputs to the next step in the pipeline.

3.2. Step 2: Generating asteroid clones

Our finalH andG estimates are the result of Monte Carlo (MC) simulations tequire the generation

of synthetic ‘clones’ for each of the asteroids in our samjdach of the clones is generated with its own

1 Markwardt IDL libraryhttp://www.physics.wisc.edu/~craigm/idl
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Table 3: Average slope parameteGg and Gy =

Gi2, adopted in this work for 5 asteroid taxo-
nomic classes as measured by Pravec!et al. (2012) and
Oszkiewicz et al.|(2012) respectively. The 6th row
provides ‘standard’ averages for the dominant S and

C taxonomies.
Taxonomic| G=Gpg G2 = Gy
Class +(RMS) +(RMS)

Q 0.25+0.13 | 0.41+0.14
0.24+0.06 | 0.41+0.16

C 0.15+0.09 | 0.64+0.16

D 0.09+0.09 | 0.47+0.14

X 0.20+0.09 | 0.48+0.19
S+C 0.15 0.53

color, slope parameter, rotation period, light curve atodk and phase, where each of the parameters is

selected from a unbiased distribution as described below.

3.2.1. Clone colors

Our pipeline can assign each clone the color of its pareataistt (if known) or, when the parent’s color
is not known, a random color based on an appropriate mix @irtarmies as a function of semi-major axis.
About 16% of the asteroids in our sample have taxonomiesetefig Hasselmann etlal. (2012) (SDSS).

We implemented this technique by dividing the inner solatem into 4 zones (see talble 4): NEO-like
(a < 2au), main belt (2au < a < 3.7au), Hildas (37au < a < 4.5au) and Trojans (bau < a < 6.0au).
The semi-major limits defining the zone edges were set ataraeninimum in the number distribution as
a function of semi-major axis and by the availability of pgbkd taxonomic distributions. The exact values
make little diference to this work. We used the published, debiased taxiertbstributions in Tablgl4 in the
4 zones with the qualification that for the main belt (Mofigiz et al.,| 2003) we aggregated many related
taxonomic types into 3 broad spectral classes: S-el@ssAQ, AV, O, OV, S, SA, SO, SQ, SV, V, L, LA,
LQ, LS), X-class=(X, XD, XL, XS), and Q-class(Q, QO, QV). We required that the fractiof(c, z), of
asteroids with spectral classn zonez satisfies),; f(c,2) = 1. In the main belt, zone 2, we were able to

generate the taxonomies as a finer functiormafs provided byl (Mothé-Diniz et al., 2003) with a similar



requirement tha},. f(c,a) = 1 at each semi-major axis.

Table 4: Taxonomic distribution of asteroids in 4 semi-mares zones used in this work. The main

belt values are given below at a representative 2.5au but we generated the clone taxonomies as a

smooth function of semi-major axis in the rangé &u < a < 3.2au as specified by Mothé-Diniz etlal.

(2003).
zone 1 zone 2 zone 3 zone 4
Taxonomy| NEO-like®  MBP Hilda® Trojang
a<2au a~25au 37au<a<45au 45au<a<ob6au
Q 14 0 0 0
S 23 61 0 0
C 10 30 7 10
D 18 0 67 80
X 35 9 26 10

a|Stuart and Binzel (2004)
®Mothé-Diniz et al.[(2003)
¢|Grav et al.|(2012)
diGrav et al.[(2012)

3.2.2. Clone slope parameters

We assigned slope parameters to the clones as a functioreiofasigned taxonomic clase)( i.e.

thek" clone was assigned a slope paramé&gc) = ran[G(c), os(c)] where ran[xy] is a random number

generated from a normal distribution with meamnd standard deviatioypy andG(c) andog(T) are the

mean and RMS of the distribution of slope parameters fosdaspectively (Tablgl3).

3.2.3. Clone rotation periods, amplitudes and phases

The sparse Pan-STARRSL1 data did not allow us to measure s&ids rotation period and light

curve amplitude. Furthermore, 2% of the asteroids in our sample have measured light cupmsted

in the asteroid light curve database (Ld%}E!\Narner et al., 2009; Waszczak et al., 2015) The lack of this

2The asteroid lightcurve database is publicly availabktaip : //www.minorplanet.info/lightcurvedatabase.html
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information introduces systematic uncertainty and emdo the absolute magnitude and slope parameter
determination. We quantified thesezts using our Monte Carlo technique with synthetic sindesidight
curves for each clone.

Asteroid brightness variations on the hours-to-days toales are usually caused by their non-spherical
shape and rotation (the exceptions are for the unusual eesee the phase angle changes rapidly for
close approaching NEOs, for multiple-systems in which lirigss changes can occur if the objects transit
or eclipse each other, and for objects with significant comations). We assumed that the observing
geometry (i.e. phase angleffect on the asteroids’ light curves are negligible in the BAARRS1 data
because of the limited range in phase angle coverage in oysledFig[1). For the purpose of generating
the clones’ light curves we assumed that all the objectsirddl ellipsoids that generate simple sinusoidal
light curves with peak-to-peak amplitudeperiodP, and rotation phase The dfset from the unmodulated
light curve at time is thenAm(t) = Asin(2rtt/P + 6)/2.

Light curve amplitudes tend to be larger for smaller astts¢see Fid.]2, Warner etlal., 2009), probably
because the smaller objects tend to be more irregularlyeshapverall, the set of measured amplitudes and
periods will be larger and shorter respectively than the tlistribution because of observational selection
effects, larger amplitudes and shorter periods are easietd¢otdad measure.

To reduce the impact of the light curve amplitude and perildction éfects we employed the debi-
ased distributions derived by Masiero et al. (2009) thatrapresentative of asteroids with ~ 18 (the
averageRMS absolute magnitude in their study was71¥ 1.4 mags). i.e. for objects withl ~ 18 they
provide the cumulative fraction of asteroid&mymas(A), with light curve amplitudes: A. We empirically
estimate the cumulative distribution of light curve amypdiés at other absolute magnitudes,o(A, H) by

‘normalizing’ to the median atl = 18 from the median at other values:

Ameo(18)]
Amed H)

whereAnedH) is an empirical function (Fid.]2) representing the medimpbtude of asteroids in the LCDB

Famp(A, H) = FampMas| A X )

(Warner et al., 2009). Thus, given a clone’s initigB{l) absolute magnitudél;, we generated a random
light curve amplitude for the clone according to the cuniuatractional distribution given by efjl 2.

We followed a similar procedure in assigning each clone atiat rateR or, equivalently, a rotation
periodP = 1/R. [Masiero et al.[(2009) also provide the data from which weveehe cumulative fraction
of asteroidsF o mas(R), With rotation rates<c R. Once again, their results are representative of asteroids

with H ~ 18, about 2 mags fainter than the mean value in our data sasyplge developed an empirical

11
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Figure 2: (left) Asteroid light curve amplitudes vs. abselmagnitude Klg) from the LCDB (Warner et ali. 2009). The solid gray
curve represents the size-dependent moving median in 39 migle bins. (right) Measured asteroid spin rates (perwdsprovided
on the right) vs. absolute magnituddg) from the LCDB (Warner et all, 2009). The solid gray curveresgnts the size-dependent
upper strength limit derived by Holsapple (2007).

technique to extend their cumulative fractional rotatiaterdistribution to other absolute magnitudes.
Asteroids with diameters 100meter(H < 23) have an empirically observed upper limit to their ratati
rate of about 12 reiday (Fig[2) and about 99% of the distribution of debiased spies are< 12reyday
(Masiero et alll, 2009). Asteroids larger than a few tens loftkéters H < 12) have an even more restricted
upper limit to their rotation rates. We empirically defingdR,a(H) as illustrated in fig.2 and ‘compress’
or ‘expand’ the Masiero et al. (2009) distribution as neagsto create the cumulative fractional distribution

at anyH:

Frot(R H) = Frotmas| R X 3

Rmax(18)}
Rmax(H) |

Once again, given a clone’s initia§3.1) absolute magnitudél;, we generated a random rotation rate for

the clone according to the cumulative fractional distridiigiven by eql B.

12



Finally, the rotational phagg for thek™ clone was generated from a random uniform distribution é th
range [0 arcdeg,360 arcdeg).

Our light curves were simple sinusoids even though we utaledghat real asteroid light curves can be
much more complicated. The technique could easily be ertdtalincorporate actual light curve properties
or amore realistic distribution but i) only a tiny fractiohlamown asteroids have measured light curvesii) we
will show below that our results are not particularly semsito the actual light curve parameter distribution
and iii) if the actual light curve is known then there is no déer any of the methods developed here. i.e.
this method only applies to the 98% of asteroids that do neé Imeasured light curves. Since this is a

preliminary work we have not made anffat to remove those asteroids that have published lightesurv

3.3. Step 3: Refining H and G (First Monte Carlo simulation).

The first Monte Carlo (MC) simulation yields our MC estimate H andG from the sparse Pan-
STARRSL1 phase curve coverage data. As described in detaibalve created 500 clones of each object
where thek™ clone was assigned a taxonomic class (cotgr)light curve amplituded,, and periodPy.

We then fit for each clone’s absolute magnitude, slope paeamaed light curve phaseH(, G, 6,), by

minimizing they? with respect to the actual observations:

, Z": [m(tj; Hy. G, 6) — m(t)) TP 4

Xkobs = - sm(t;)
wheren is the number of observations (detections) of the objeftt) is the actual object’s observed appar-
ent magnitudegm(t;) is the reported uncertainty on the actual Pan-STARRS1rappanagnitude for that
observation in the original filter, anmly is the clone’s predicted apparent magnitude at the actual f
observationt;, in the Pan-STARRSI filter in which the observation was madd, the clone’s appropriate

color transformationgmy(t;); Tablel2):
m(t;) = Sloglr (t;)A(t;)] + @la(t;); Hi, Gi] + Acsin[2rtj/ Py + 6,]/2 + Am(t;), (5)

and® is the B89 or M10 phase function.

The ‘best’ clone is the onek() that produces the minimuy? and we adopt that cloneld,. andG;.
values as our MC estimate for the object’s absolute magaiamd slope parameter. The process was run
separately for both the B89 and M10 phase functions to peosist MC estimates folHg, Gg) and Hu, Gm)
respectively. To avoid unphysical values the fitting precegjuired that0.25 < Gg < 0.8 and-0.5< Gy <
1.5.
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We found that 500 clones provides a good balance betweenctheutation time and our ability to
estimate the uncertainty on the absolute magnitudes ape glarameters. It is likely that when there are
only a small number of detections that the number of clonetddoe decreased but we did not pursue this
simplification. When the number of detections becomes el then our technique becomes unnecessary
as either traditional (Pravec et al., 2012) or sparse lightefitting (Muinonen et al., 2010; Law et|al., 2009)

becomes morefkective.

3.4. Step 4: Estimating uncertainties and error on H and G&d¢sel Monte Carlo fit).

We estimated the uncertainties and error$ipnandG,. by fitting for the absolute magnitude and slope
parameter with purely synthetic light curves generatethftbe clone with the best fit. i.e. we re-applied
the same method as described in Stefi33) except that we fit the clones to the best synthetic objeleer
than the real object (we continue to use the sub-skriprefer to clones but the clones used here are distinct

from the clones used in the last step):

e 3T G e ©

ko™ 2 sm (1)
wheresme.(t;) = dm(t;), i.e. the uncertainty on the synthetic observation at tinveas set to the uncertainty
on the actual observation at tirhe

If we let X generically represent eithét or G then the combined statistieadystematic uncertainty on

X is the standard deviation of the clonésdistribution:

1 ;o2
6X = /ﬁ;(xk—X) )

whereX’ is the average value of for all the synthetic objects’ clones. Similarly, the coméxdl statisti-

cak-systematic error oiX is the average error on the values for the synthetic clones:
1 ’ ’
AX = ; (X = %) (8)

3.5. Verification

We verified our method with two independent sets of synttdsdia generated from real Pan-STARRS1
data: 1) 10,000 randomly selected known Pan-STARRS1 ahjewbst of them with sparse phase curve
coverage and 2) the 1,000 known Pan-STARRS objects withetbigphase coverage. To have better control
over assessing our method’s validity we generated phot@meagnitudes and uncertainties with synthetic

absolute magnitudeslg andHy) and slope parameter&§ andGy) at each real time of observation with
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the known object’s orbit. We then employed our pipeline tizaiate each synthetic objecttd andG to
measure the statistical and systematic errors induced bteolinique. Moreover, we tested twdfdrent
scenarios for assigning light cure amplitudes and periodké clones: 1) the debiased distributions from
Masiero et al.[(2009), 2) and the observed distributionsftioe LCDB (Warner et al., 2009).

The result is that for both synthetic populations (sparskdanse phase curve coverage) and for both
light curve amplitude-period relations (debiased and oiesh the diference between the generated syn-
thetic values and the values returned by our method was tigrdiatributed with zero mean. i.e. our
technique correctly derives ttitandG. Use of the debiased or observed amplitude and periodulisitvns
does not fiect the derivedH andG at the level of photometric accuracy and uncertainty of tre-BTARRS1

data with its associated phase curve coverage i.e. doeausé @any systematic errors.

4. Results & Discussion

4.1. Absolute magnitudes comparison with Pravec et al.Zp01

We think| Pravec et al. (2012)’s detailed light curve study &00 asteroids sets the standard in measur-
ing asteroid photometric properties. They provided didy(it was before the adoption of the new IAU stan-
dard) but that valushouldbe identical taHy. Our results agree extremely well with Pravec et al. (20a@) f
the 347 objects that appear in both data setd (fig. 3). The diffarences oHg—Hg prq = —0.06+0.02 mags
andHy — Hgpra = 0.02+ 0.02 mags are consistent with zero to withim 8nd I respectively, with better
agreement for the new IAU standard photometric system of Mb@ RMS of each distribution is® mags
and 029 mags respectively, due to the quadratic combinationeoéthors in both Pravec etlal. (2012)’s and
this work.

The distribution oHg — Hg pra is quasi-normally distributed (fig] 3) with an RMS aBQ mags including
a tail extending tdHg — Hg pra < —1. Interestingly, the dierence between our initial fits with assumed slope
parameter§3.7) and Pravec et al. (2012)g; — Hg pra, is roughly normally distributed with a mean error of
—0.06 = 0.02 mags and RMS of.26 mags. Thus, the simple, traditional, fitting procedurénassumed
to our high-precision but sparse data produces comparhbt#ige magnitudes to the MC technique. The
power of the MC technique lies in its ability to estimate theetstatistical and systematic uncertainty in the
absolute magnitude due to the unknown parameters in thgsagal

Our absolute magnitudes calculated with the M10 phaseifum(tl) are better behaved (figl 3) in the

sense that the distribution is more normally distributele Thitial fit to the sparse data in the M10 system
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Figure 3: (top) Absolute magnitudes from our study compantial 347 objects in common with Pravec el al. (2012) using8e (left)
and M10 (right) photometric systems. The dashed line shbesesults of the traditional initial fif-1) and the solid line provides
the results of the MC fit§3.3). (bottom-left) Uncertainties and (bottom-right)iestted systematic errors on absolute magnitudes from

our study compared with those reportec by Praveclet al. (2012

provided absolute magnitudes with mean systematic erf@.90+0.02 mags and- ~ 0.26 mags compared
to the MC technique with a mean error a0@ + 0.02 mags and- ~ 0.28 mags. The good behavior of both

the MC and initial fits with M10 that results in a normal errastdbution leads us to the conclusion that it
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is superior for the determination of absolute magnitudesndar sparse data samples.

We also used the Pravec el al. (2012) values to test our gpobi§3.4) for establishing the uncertainty
and error on our measured absolute magnitudes. Their tpoballows excellent control of all the statistical
and systematic uncertainties in thiecalculation because they observed targets for more thacadden
a systematically controlled program and had 2 to 3 ordersagnitude more data per object. Thus, they
reportH uncertainties aboutdless than our uncertainties and we can compare our measucedainties
(6H) to the RMS spread dfi — Hpr,, and our measured error estimates to its averagé{fig. 3).

As stated earlier, the real power of the MC technique is ititabo estimate the statistical and systematic
uncertainties on the derivad andG values. Our estimated absolute magnitude uncertaintig; fig. [3;
§3.4) for the asteroids that overlap the Pravec et al. (204®) sample have the expected poissonian distri-
bution with a mean oefHB = 0.36+ 0.01 mags using the B89 phase function (fig. 3), comparablest®MS
of 0.37+ 0.02 mags for the distribution of the error in our measuremépt: Hg pra, @s expected. Similarly,
our mean estimated systematic errondfz = 0.03 + 0.02 mags agrees with the actual systemafiiset in
the Hg — Hg pra distribution. We can compare our estimated uncertaintidssystematic errors in the same
manner for the M10 phase curve. Our estimated mean undgrtélihy, = 0.26 + 0.01 mags, is consistent
with RMS(Hy — Hg pra) = 0.28+0.02 mags and our estimated systematic erraxtéfy = 0.00+0.02 mags,
is consistent witf(Hy — Hg pra) = 0.02+ 0.02 mags.

The good agreement between our results and those of Pragk¢201?) illustrates the utility of our MC
technique at measuring an asteroid’s absolute magnitutiestimating the associated statisticatstematic
uncertainty and any systematic bias, even for sparse degtavith limited phase angle coverage. Further-
more, the nice behavior of our results with the M10 phaseecand the good agreement between ldwr
andHg pra provides evidence thaty, ~ Hg when care is taken to ensure that the photometric data is of

excellent quality.

4.2. Absolute magnitudes

Having established the utility of our technique on a wellvrolled data set in the previous section we
now employ it on all the asteroids in our selected Pan-STAR&&a sample. We were able to calculate the
absolute magnitudes with combined statistical and sydtemacertainties for more than 240,000 asteroids
spanning the range from&< H < 26.5 (fig.[4). The~ 20 mags range corresponds to about a factor of
10,000x in the diameters of the objects and spans the inner solamyfsom the NEOs to Jupiter’'s Trojan

asteroids. Our sample represent88% of all known asteroids in that range as of February 201, thve
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highest completion of 75% from 105 < H < 11.0.
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Figure 4: (left) Absolute magnitude$if, and Hg) of 248,457 asteroids. (center) Uncertainties and (rigetjmated errors in the
absolute magnitudes derived with our Monte Carlo methodgutfie phase functions of (gray) B89 and (solid) M10.
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Figure 5: Absolute magnitude uncertainty as a function ofkgithe B89 (grey) and M10 (dark) methods.

The mean uncertainties 6Hg = 0.30 + 0.01 mags andHy = 0.25+ 0.01 mags (Fig}4) show that
the new IAU photometric scheme of M10 is better than B89 ferstparse Pan-STARRS1 data and phase
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coverage but this conclusion mis-represents the fulltytilf the M10 technique. For one, the M10 system
uncertainty is almost uniform withHy ~ 0.24 mags for the entire range ¥0H < 20 (fig.[8). Second,
even though the two techniques yield approximately the samertainties for the faintest objects for which
the uncertainty is dominated by the measurement statidiic&), the B89 method’s statistical uncertainty
is ~ 0.35% larger for bright objects (18 H < 14).

The mean of our estimated statistieaystematic error using the M10 meth@sldy| = 0.02+0.01 mags,
is comparable to the B89 methddHg| = 0.01+ 0.01 mags (figck). The error in the absolute magnitude for
each asteroid is less than the estimated uncertaintyi2% of all the asteroids in olitg sample and 73%
in our Hy sample. The RMS of thAHg| and|AHy| errors respectively of 0.35mags and- 0.25mags
confirms that the new IAU photometric system is an improvetroear the earlier one and, furthermore, the
shape of the error distribution is more reasonableAds, thanAHg (note the peak oAHg is shifted by
0.05 mags from zero but th&H), peak is near zero (fig] 4).

Overall, there is almost no fiéerence between our M10 and B89 ensemble results for Pan-83AR
asteroids and the meanfligirenceHy, — Hg is 0.03+ 0.01 mags with RMS of 22 mags (figlJs). The mean
difference between the initial fit solutionsHg,; — Hg; = 0.05+ 0.01 mags.
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Figure 6: (left) Diterence between the M10 and B89 absolute magnitudes for themdGnitial fit solutions. (right) Oference
between MC and initial fit solutions for the absolute magihétwsing the M10 and B89 methods.

On the other hand, the utility of restrictindjandG analyses to data derived from well-calibrated single-
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survey data is easily illustrated by comparing the resultsuo technique to the MPC database values that
do their best to incorporate data from multiple telescopes @servers over many decades. The MPC
currently only publishes absolute magnitudes using the@&&e function and there is a meafietience of
Hwm — Hempc = 0.26:+0.01 mags andis — Hg vpc = 0.22+0.01 mags between our technique and the MPC
values. The consistency between the mediredinces is at least reassuring and the RMS spread in values
is due to 1) the systematics introduced by the MPC’s proeethat incorporates apparent magnitudes from
many diferent observatories in manyfidirent passbands and 2) the systematics introduced by osespa
light curve coverage. Given that we established4al that our technique works well in comparison to the
‘standard! Pravec et al. (2012) values, our conclusionas tihe error is due to the MPC'’s incorporation of
photometry from dterent sites and filters over a long period of time. The errporeed here is less than
the~ 0.4 mags value reported by Juri€ et al. (2002), but since the tf that study the MPC database has
been further populated by photometry from Pan-STARRS1 &inerdarge surveys with better photometric
calibrations than previous surveys. Hence, it is unsurgithat theHg mpc values approach their correct
values over time.

Our calculated uncertainties are abowti@rger than reported by Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) who employe
the entire MPC catalog for their input photometry and predity, andGy, for 421,496 asteroids — al-
most double our sample. For comparison with earlier worky tiso providedHg andGg. Their work
was very dfficult as it required calibrating and correcting the systé&ratoblems intrinsic to the various
observatories and observers that contributed the photandeta in multiple filters, but fdered the advan-
tage of an extensive data set with wide time and phase angérage i.e. much like the MPC technique
described in the last paragraph. The systemdig=obetween oury values and Oszkiewicz etlal. (2012)
of Hy — Hw.osk = 0.33+ 0.01 mags (figl.T7) is similar to thefiset derived between our results and the MPC.

Juri€ et al. (2002) and Pravec et al. (2012) reported a syate diset of about 88 mags to (b mags
between their calculated absolute magnitudes and thes/edperted by the MPC. Those values are in rough
agreement with Waszczak et al. (2015) who repokgdandGg from over 54,000 asteroids observedjin
andR-band with the Palomar Transient Factory (PTF). They measamean value dp1tr = Vpc + 0.00
which implies a systematidiset of~ 0.4 mags in the MPC absolute magnitudes because the avérage
for asteroids is- 0.4. Our values (fig.18) are consistent with the MPCIfty < 11 mags andHg > 19 mags,
i.e. within < 0.1 mags of the MPC absolute magnitudes (their reported poegjsbut are systematically
higher than the MPC absolute magnitudes for 11 mags$ls < 19mags. i.e. our absolute magnitudes

are systematicallfainter than reported by the MPC and this would translate directly predicting fainter
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apparent magnitudes than the MPC and, similarly, suggestat the objects are smaller than predicted by
the use of the MPC absolute magnitudes. The systemdterelice reaches a maximum -0f0.35 mags
atHg ~ 14 in agreement with the earlier studies. This magnitud@ieeb has implications for developing

observing programs, selecting objects for followup, andfadies of the asteroids’ size-frequency distribu-

tion.
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4.3. Slope Parameters

The vast majority of Pan-STARRS1 asteroidieoonly sparse phase angle coverage (Big. 1) for the de-
termination of the slope parameter but our MC technique lshyignovide a realistic estimate of the statistical
uncertainty and systematic error when the phase angleageés not too large and the detections are notin
multiple apparitions.

The Gg distribution (fig[®) is very wide with a peak near 0.15, théadét slope parameter for objects
of unknown spectral class (most of the asteroids in our se@mplhe distribution is artificially constrained
between the lower and upper limits@.25 < Gg < 0.8). On the other hand, th@y, distribution has a broad
peak centered o6y ~ 0.5 superimposed on a roughly flat distribution of slope patamsebetween our
artificial limits (-0.5 < Gy < 1.5). The large peak ne&@) = 0.2 that contains- 30% of allGy, values is
due to a discontinuity in the M10 phase function, it is not amein our implementation. In comparison,
~ 8% of the Oszkiewicz et al. (2018 values were alse 0.2. Our technique is particularly sensitive to
the function discontinuity and has a propensity to drivefitted Gy, value to 0.2 when the number of data
points is small. We suggest that future attempts to use tHephase function flag and address this situation,
perhaps by forcingy = 0.5 in those cases.

The slope parameter uncertaintiG) distributions have peaks at zero corresponding to~tt#1% of
cases in both methods where the MC technique did not coneergeve fixed the slopes. Tho&g that
were actually fit have a normal-like distribution with me@g = 0.18 + 0.01 and RMS of 0.05 (Fid.]9).
Similarly, theGy uncertainty has a normal-like distribution with mean 2% 0.01 and RMS of @L.7. The
6Gy distribution is wider and shifted towards larger valuesittteesGg distribution because they, values
are fundamentally larger than the correspondBigvalues. The percentage uncertaintiés (G|, fig.[9)
in both slope parameters are very similar, suggesting ligatwto phase functions are equalljestive for
calculating the slope parameters, at least in the regimbkcapje to this data sample. The mean relative
slope parameter uncertainties are84% and~ 0.36% forGg andGy, respectively, the large values being
due mostly to the limited phase curve coverage.

As expected, the slope parameter uncertainty depends ph#se angle coveraghd, fig.[10). The un-
certainty is artificially small at small phase angle rangesrizero because in these cases the slope parameter
was mostly fixed at a pre-specified value. The uncertaingrggst forAa ~ 5 arcdeg because at this phase
angle range the slope parameter begins to be calculablethanghcertainty drops at larger phase-angle
ranges because the data provides stronger constrainte @inépe of the phase function. However, even

in the best case scenario, for phase angle ranges3ffarcdeg, the percentage uncertainty is stib0%
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for both phase functions. In any event, the number of objectaur data sample with large phase angle
coverage is very small. Fig. 110 also illustrates that théesyatic errors introduced by our MC technique are

not dependent on phase angle coverage.

Pravec et al| (2012) provide acur&g slope parameters with uncertainties for more than 500@idter

with densely covered light curves in a single pass band owidea range of phase angles. The mean
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Figure 10: (left) Average MC slope parameter uncertainty @ght) error as a function of phase angle range using treyJd89 and
(black) M10 phase functions.

difference between this work®z andGg prais 0.00+ 0.02 witho- ~ 0.28 for the 196 asteroids in common
between the two data sets with derived slope parametersI{FigThe agreement between our MC solution
and the accurate work of Pravec et al. (2012) using the B89epfumction suggests that our technique for
calculating the slope parameter is viable for a large nurabasteroids with sparsely sampled light curves.
Furthermore, our technique allows us to estimate the mean en the derived slope parametaGg =
0.00+ 0.01, so the MC technique does not introduce a systematic blas mean statistical uncertainty in
the slope parameter for our data samplé®g = 0.17+0.01 is twice as large as the Pravec etlal. (2012) data
set 0f6Gg = 0.09+ 0.01 which could be interpreted as either surprisingly godgergthe small number of
observations and phase curve coverage of our data sample aorindication that measuri@g is difficult
even with a very good data sample.

As described earlier, Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) derivedragieslope parameters from photometry re-
ported to the MPC from multiple observatories that usdfbdint filters and reference catalogs. They also
had to deal with the fact that the MPC observation submisiomat did not allow reporting of photo-
metric uncertainties. To reduce some of the associatedgmahthey statistically calibrated the disparate
datasets and used photometry only from major surveys. Akeluding the artificial peak ne&), = 0.2

(i.e., excluding the range. 18 < Gy < 0.22), and including only those objects for whiGhwas actually
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Table 5: Mean slope parametersstandard deviationQg,

B89) derived in this work (PS1, second column) and by
Pravec et all (2012) (PRA12, third column) for the same ob-

jects in 4 major taxonomic classes. The last column is the

number of common objects that have a Hasselmann et al.

(2012) spectral classification (no D type asteroids satisfie

our requirements on taxonomic identification and slope pa-

rameter determination).

Taxonomic Gg Gg
Class PS1 PRA12 N
Q 0.11+0.16 0.19+0.10| 3
S 0.16+0.26 0.23+0.05 | 32
C 0.03+0.10 0.13+001 | 4
D n/a n/a
X 0.21+0.30 0.20+0.10| 9
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Figure 12: (top left) Diference between our MGg values (M10) and 133,885 objects in common with Oszkiewic|e2012).
(top right) Slope parameter uncertainties for the samectbjgs determined in this work and by Oszkiewicz etlal. (201Bpttom
left) Difference between our MGy values (M10) and 80,756 objects in common with Oszkiewical\e2012). (bottom right) Slope

parameter uncertainties for the same objects as deterrmiribid work and by Oszkiewicz etlal. (2012).

fit, there were 80,756 objects in common with @y values and 133,884 objects for comparison with our
Gg. The wide and oddly-shaped distribution of théelience in slope parameters between our MC tech-

nigue and Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) (fig.]12) illustrates th@allty and large uncertainty in measurigg

27



Table 6: Slope parameters derived in this work (P$3g, second column;Gy fifth column) and by
Oszkiewicz et al.[(2012) (OSK1335g, third column; Gy, sixth column) for the same objects in fiveffei-
ent spectral classes. The forth and last columns are theenwmhbbjects in common between the two data sets

with SDSS spectral classificatian (Carvano et al.. 2010).

Taxonomic Gg Gg N Gwm Gwm N
Class PS1 OSK12 PS1 OSK12
Q 0.21+0.28 0.20+0.10 1324 | 0.46+0.53 054+022 886
S 0.22+0.28 0.19+0.22 14686| 0.47+0.53 0.55+0.20 10231
C 0.18+0.28 0.16+0.10 7892 | 0.58+0.55 0.66+0.23 5150
D 0.23+0.29 0.19+0.12 1321 | 042052 0.61+025 852
X 0.19+0.28 0.18+0.11 2073 | 0.53+054 0.59+024 1428

The distribution peaks at zero for the B89 phase functioh @z — Ggosk = 0.00 + 0.01) but there is a
significant dfset using the M10 phase function®fy — Gmosk = —0.06 + 0.01 (fig.[12). The RMS of the
difference is larger using the M10.68) than with the B89 phase function88) but this is expected due to
the numerically larger expected valuesGy ~ 0.5.

Fig.[I12 also illustrates that our MC technique yields slopemeters that are comparable or marginally
better than the work of Oszkiewicz et al. (2012), even thoughdata sample includes much less photomet-
ric data per object over a narrower phase angle range, pedgymecause of the Pan-STARRS1 system’s
superior photometry and the use of measured photometrigrtaicties. The mean uncertainty for 80,756
objects in common with Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) i88+ 0.01 (RMS= 0.14) with our MC technique and is
0.39+ 0.01 (RMS= 0.18) for the values reported by Oszkiewicz et lal. (2012).

Slope parameters are taxonomy-dependent (Harris, 198®8rkast and Magnussan, 1990; Oszkiewicz et al.,
2012; Pravec et al., 2012) but most of the objects in our PB&RRS1 data sample are fainter than known
asteroids with well established taxonomies, so we reliettiei®DSS spectral classification (Hasselmannlet al.,
2012) to assess our method’s ability to detect the taxonaependence. We found 48 asteroids in common
with |Pravec et &l.. (2012) and 18,541 with Oszkiewicz et.a1¢) (excluding values arour@y ~ 0.20)
for which we could compare our calculated slope paramet®rs. mearRMS Gg values are consistent
with IPravec et al.[ (2012) (Table4.3) but our RMS distribatis much larger and the common number of
asteroids is very low. Similarly, ougg andGy, values (Tabl€l6) are consistent Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) but

the RMS is distributions are large in both cases. There isradbdifference between the means of some of
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the taxonomic classes but we do not consider them furthexusecof the large uncertainties on each value
and the large RMS of each taxonomic claSddistribution.

As discussed above in sectibn]3.1, the phase curvBicieetsGg and Gy are functions of asteroid
composition. Given the compositional trends of the innét lbeing dominated by silicate S-type asteroids
and carboyvolatile-rich asteroids in the outer belt, we should expgectee these trends reflected in our
derived phase functions. A similar study was performed bxk@svicz et al. |(2012) in their analysis of the
MPC database. They found correlations between their medsst2 and orbital elements throughout the
main belt, reflecting the general compositional gradiextfamily structure. To study this in our database
we selected the 51,864 asteroids with orbital semi-majes @4 < a < 3.3 AU where the range of phase
angles observed wasy > 5° and there wer&l > 6 observations. We then calculated the running median

valuesGg andGy as a function of orbitah over a range\a = 0.05 AU.
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Figure 13: Moving average @y (top) andGg (bottom) as a function semi-major axis.

Figure[I3 clearly shows clear a negative trendGg and a positive trend iy with orbital a. As
Gg is larger for S-type than C-type asteroids, whg becomes smaller, this agrees with the established
compositional gradient in the main-belt. For modellinggases, these trends may be approximated by the
relationship$Gg = —0.103a + 0.446 andGy = 0.237a— 0.175 within the main belt. The largest deviations
from these relationships occur at the 3:1 Kirkwood gap & 28, and at the 7:3 gap at 2.95 AU. This latter
position marks where the S-type asteroids of the dominardiie family of gives way to the /K/K/D-type
asteroids of the Eos family (Mothé-Diniz et al., 2005). Vgatthat the overall observed scatter in individual

values is dominated b&G, although it will also be partly due to the large amount of pogitional mixing
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present in the main belt (DeMeo and Carry, 2013).

5. Availability

The Pan-STARRS1 absolute magnitudes and slope paramétieessaociated uncertainties as described
herein are available on-line (Appendlix Appendix A). Thergual goal is that the catalog will be updated
with all the data from the entire 3 year Pan-STARRS1 missiuth then updated regularly with new data
from the ongoing extended mission that is purely focusedhensblar system. Thisfert will provide
almost complete coverage of all known asteroids with extenshase angle coverage and good number of

detections per object.

6. Conclusions

Our work introduces a Monte Carlo method for calculatingodite magnitudesH) and slope parame-
ters G) and their statistical uncertainties and systematic erithiat is applicable to single apparition asteroid
observations and designed to handle limited photometta a\zer a restricted phase angle range. The tech-
nique’s utility was confirmed by comparing odrandG values to the well-established results of Pravec et al.
(2012) for a limited number of objects. We then applied it &idk H andG with statistical uncertainties
and systematic errors fer 240, 000 numbered asteroids observed in the first 15 months oBFARRS1's
3-year nominal mission. The single-survey data, condistesge processing, and well-defined photometric
calibration, eliminates many of the problems encountemqubist attempts to measure absolute magnitudes
and slope parameters from a combination dfedent surveys.

We find that the Muinonen et al. (2010) phase function pravidetter results than the Bowell et al.
(1989) phase function in terms of reducing the statisticalentainty and systematic error on the absolute
magnitude — both crucial to accurately predicting ephesgpparent magnitudes and calculating asteroid
albedos fromH and measured asteroid diameters. There is a systematigpendent fiset between the
Minor Planet Center’s reported absolute magnitude ldrderived in this work with a maximumftset of
about 025mags aH ~ 14.

The measured slope parameters are generally in agreentartheiresults of Pravec etlal. (2012) and
Oszkiewicz et al. (2012) but the statistical uncertaintgt ayistematic error on any individual asteroi@'ss

large due to poor temporal and phase-space coverage.
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Appendix A. Pan-STARRSI asteroid database

Version 1.0 of the Pan-STARRS1 asteroid database is al@détot tp: //www. ifa.hawaii.edu/NEO/.
It provides derivedH andG values for 248,457 asteroids with a total of 1,242,282 digtes spanning the
time interval from February 2011 to May 2012 as describetimwork. The 18 column data file is comma-

delimited and each line represents a single asteroid. Thes are described in talile A.7.
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Table A.7: Pan-STARRS1 asteroid database v1.0 columnigésns.

Col. Col.
# value Description
1 ID The object’s designation in the MPC's 5-character formae WMPC database is accessible onﬁne.
2 class The object’s taxonomic class as specified by the Sloan Digka Survey (Hasselmann et al., 2012) from the Planetarp Bgstem, version 1.1, available ontﬂae
NULL if unknown.
3 N number of detections used in the fit
4 Aa phase angle range
5 Hp; initial estimate of the absolute magnitude using the B8%&pltairve
6 Hp absolute magnitude derived using our MC technique in thefB&@ometric system
7 dHB uncertainty on the absolute magnitude in col. 6
8 AHp estimated error on the absolute magnitude in col. 6
9 Hmi initial estimate of the absolute magnitude using the M1Gsphairve
10 Hm absolute magnitude derived using our MC technique with th€ lghase curve
11 SHm uncertainty on the absolute magnitude in col. 10
12 AHp estimated error on the absolute magnitude in col. 10
13 G slope parameter derived using our MC technique in the B8®gphetric system
14 G uncertainty on the slope parameter in col. 13
15 AGg estimated error on the slope parameter in col. 13
16 Gm slope parameter derived using our MC technique in the M1@qhetric system
17 Gy uncertainty on the slope parameter in col. 16
18 AGpm estimated error on the slope parameter in col. 16

dhttp://www.minorplanetcenter.net/iau/MPCORB/MPCORB.DAT
bht‘cp ://sbn.psi.edu/pds/resource/sdsstax.html
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http://sbn.psi.edu/pds/resource/sdsstax.html

References

Bowell, E., Happke, B., Domingue, D., Lumme, K., Peltoniethi Harris, A., 1989. In: Gehrels, T.,
Matthews, M. T., Binzel, R. P. (Eds.), Asteroids Ill. Unigéy of Arizona Press, Chapter Application
of photometric models to asteroids, pp. 524-555.

Carvano, J. M., Hasselmann, P. H., Lazzaro, D., MothéZihi, 2010. SDSS-based taxonomic classifica-

tion and orbital distribution of main belt asteroids. aa@5443.

de la Fuente Marcos, C., de la Fuente Marcos, R., 2013. A aesdemily of dynamically cold small bodies
in the near-Earth asteroid belt. mnras434, L1-L5.

DeMeo, F. E., Carry, B., 2013. The taxonomic distributiorasteroids from multi-filter all-sky photometric
surveys. 226 (1), 723-741.

Denneau, L., Jedicke, R., Grav, T., Granvik, M., KubicaMilani, A., Vere§, P., Wainscoat, R., Chang,
D., Pierfederici, F., Kaiser, N., Chambers, K. C., HeaslkyiN., Magnier, E. A., Price, P. A., Myers,
J., Kleyna, J., Hsieh, H., Farnocchia, D., Waters, C., SegeW. H., Green, D., Bolin, B., Burgett,
W. S., Morgan, J. S., Tonry, J. L., Hodapp, K. W., ChastelC&gsley, S., Fitzsimmons, A., Holman, M.,
Spahr, T., Tholen, D., Williams, G. V., Abe, S., Armstrong[J, Bressi, T. H., Holmes, R., Lister, T.,
McMillan, R. S., Micheli, M., Ryan, E. V., Ryan, W. H., Scattl. V., 2013. The Pan-STARRS Moving
Object Processing System. pasp125, 357-395.

Fukugita, M., Ichikawa, T., Gunn, J. E., Doi, M., ShimasakKu,Schneider, D. P., 1996. The Sloan Digital
Sky Survey Photometric System. aj111, 1748.

Grav, T., Mainzer, A. K., Bauer, J., Masiero, J., Spahr, TcMillan, R. S., Walker, R., Cutri, R., Wright,
E., Eisenhardt, P. R., Blauvelt, E., DeBaun, E., ElsburyGautier, T., Gomillion, S., Hand, E., Wilkins,
A., 2012. WISENEOWISE Observations of the Hilda Population: PreliminRgsults. Astrophysical
Journal 744, 197.

Grav, T., Mainzer, A. K., Bauer, J. M., Masiero, J. R., NugéhtR., 2012. WISENEOWISE Observations
of the Jovian Trojan Population: Taxonomy. Astrophysicalrhial 759, 49.

Harris, A. W., 1989. The H-G Asteroid Magnitude System: M&ope Parameters. In: Lunar and Planetary
Institute Science Conference Abstracts, Volume 2Qufar and Planetary Inst. Technical Repopip.
375.

34



Hasselmann, P., Carvano, J. M., Lazzaro, D., 2012. Sdesthasteroid taxonomy v1.1. ear-a-i0035-5-

sdsstax-vl.1.

Holsapple, K. A., 2007. Spin limits of Solar System bodiesor the small fast-rotators to 2003 EL61.
Icarus 187, 500-509.

Jedicke, R., Larsen, J., Spahr, T., 2002. Observationatseh Hfects in Asteroid Surveys. Asteroids I,
71-87.

Juri¢, M., lvezi¢,Z., Lupton, R. H., Quinn, T., Tabachnik, S., Fan, X., GunrE.JHennessy, G. S., Knapp,
G. R., Munn, J. A,, Pier, J. R., Rockosi, C. M., Schneider, DBRnkmann, J., Csabai, I., Fukugita, M.,
2002. Comparison of Positions and Magnitudes of Asteroidse®ved in the Sloan Digital Sky Survey
with Those Predicted for Known Asteroids. Astronomicalrdal 124, 1776-1787.

Kaiser, N., Burgett, W., Chambers, K., Denneau, L., HeasleyJedicke, R., Magnier, E., Morgan, J.,
Onaka, P., Tonry, J., 2010. The pan-starrs wide-field olptitamaging survey. In: Stepp L.M., G. R,
H.J., H. (Eds.), Ground-based and Airborne Telescopesdlume 7732 ofProceedings of the SP]pp.
77330E-77330E-14.

Lagerkvist, C.-l., Magnusson, P., 1990. Analysis of astelightcurves. Il - Phase curves in a generalized

HG-system. Astronomy and Astrophysics, Supplement 86;-185.

Law, N. M., Kulkarni, S. R., Dekany, R. G., Ofek, E. O., QuimB M., Nugent, P. E., Surace, J., Grillmair,
C. C,, Bloom, J. S., Kasliwal, M. M., Bildsten, L., Brown, TCenko, S. B., Ciardi, D., Croner, E.,
Djorgovski, S. G., van Eyken, J., Filippenko, A. V., Fox, D., Bal-Yam, A., Hale, D., Hamam, N.,
Helou, G., Henning, J., Howell, D. A., Jacobsen, J., LaherMattingly, S., McKenna, D., Pickles, A.,
Poznanski, D., Rahmer, G., Rau, A., Rosing, W., Shara, Mit{t6mR., Starr, D., Sullivan, M., Velur,
V., Walters, R., Zolkower, J., 2009. The Palomar Transiewtéry: System Overview, Performance, and

First Results. pasp121, 1395-1408.

Levenberg, K., 1944. A method for the solution of certainijpems in least squares. Quarterly of Applied
Mathematics 2, 164—168.

Lupton, R., 2007. The characterization, subtraction, aftiten of astronomical images. In: G.J., B., E.D.,
F. (Eds.), Statistical Challenges in Modern Astronomy I'gJine 371 ofASP Conference Seriegp.
160-172.

35



Magnier, E., 2006. The Pan-STARRS PS1 Image Processingjriéipi: The Advanced Maui Optical and

Space Surveillance Technologies Conference.

Magnier, E. A., Schlafly, E., Finkbeiner, D., Juric, M., Tgnd. L., Burgett, W. S., Chambers, K. C.,
Flewelling, H. A., Kaiser, N., Kudritzki, R.-P., Morgan, 3., Price, P. A., Sweeney, W. E., Stubbs,
C. W, 2013. The Pan-STARRS 1 Photometric Reference La&idease 12.01. Astrophysical Journal,
Supplement 205, 20.

Marquardt, D., 1963. An algorithm for least-squares ediioneof nonlinear parameters. SIAM Journal on
Applied Mathematics 11, 431-441.

Masiero, J., Jedicke, RQurech, J., Gwyn, S., Denneau, L., Larsen, J., 2009. The SaraliAsteroid Light
Curve Survey. Icarus 204, 145-171.

Milani, A., Gronchi, G. F., Farnocchia, D., KnezZevi¢, dedicke, R., Denneau, L., Pierfederici, F., 2008.

Topocentric orbit determination: Algorithms for the neringration surveys. Icarus 195, 474—-492.

Mothé-Diniz, T., Carvano, J. I\/A Lazzaro, D., 2003. Distribution of taxonomic classethie main belt of

asteroids. lcarus 162, 10-21.

Mothé-Diniz, T., Roig, F., Carvano, J. M., 2005. Reanalysi asteroid families structure through visible
spectroscopy. Icarus 174 (1), 54-80.

Muinonen, K., Belskaya, I., Cellino, A., Delbo, M., LevaasdRegourd, A.-C., Penttila, A., Tedesco, E.,
2010. A three-parameter magnitude phase function foraidtericarus 209, 542-555.

Oszkiewicz, D. A., Bowell, E., Wasserman, L. H., Muinonen, Renttila, A., Pieniluoma, T., Trilling,
D. E., Thomas, C. A., 2012. Asteroid taxonomic signaturemfphotometric phase curves. Icarus 219,
283-296.

Pravec, P., Harris, A. W., Kusnirak, P., Galad, A., & Hoch, K. 2012, Icarus , 221, 365

Schlafly, E. F., Finkbeiner, D. P., Juri¢, M., Magnier, E, Burgett, W. S., Chambers, K. C., Grav, T.,
Hodapp, K. W.,, Kaiser, N., Kudritzki, R.-P., Martin, N. F.,dvan, J. S., Price, P. A., Rix, H.-W., Stubbs,
C. W, Tonry, J. L., Wainscoat, R. J., 2012. Photometric I@ation of the First 1.5 Years of the Pan-
STARRSL1 Survey. Astrophysical Journal 756, 158.

36



Stuart, J. S., Binzel, R. P., 2004. Bias-corrected popratsize distribution, and impact hazard for the
near-Earth objects. Icarus 170, 295-311.

Tonry, J., Onaka, P., 2009. The Pan-STARRS Gigapixel CaneraAdvanced Maui Optical and Space

Surveillance Technologies Conference.

Tonry, J. L., Stubbs, C. W., Lykke, K. R., Doherty, P., Shissyd. S., Burgett, W. S., Chambers, K. C.,
Hodapp, K. W., Kaiser, N., Kudritzki, R.-P., Magnier, E. Mprgan, J. S., Price, P. A., Wainscoat, R. J.,
2012. The Pan-STARRS1 Photometric System. Astrophysicathal 750, 99.

Warner, B. D., Harris, A. W., Pravec, P., 2009. The astetigictturve database. Icarus 202, 134-146.

Waszczak, A., Chang, C.-K., Ofek, E. O., Laher, R., MasgiLBvitan, D., Surace, J., Cheng, Y.-C., Ip,
W.-H., Kinoshita, D., Helou, G., Prince, T. A., Kulkarni,,2015. Asteroid lightcurves from the Palomar

Transient Factory survey: Rotation periods and phaseifumefrom sparse photometry. ArXiv e-prints.

Wiegert, P. A., Innanen, K. A., Mikkola, S., 1997. An astelaicompanion to the Earth. Nature 387, 685—
686.

Zavodny, M., Jedicke, R., Beshore, E. C., Bernardi, F., tiay$., 2008. The orbit and size distribution of
small Solar System objects orbiting the Sun interior to thetfs orbit. Icarus 198, 284—-293.

37



	1 Introduction
	2 Pan-STARRS1 asteroids.
	3 Method
	3.1 Step 1: Initial fit for H and G
	3.2 Step 2: Generating asteroid clones
	3.2.1 Clone colors
	3.2.2 Clone slope parameters
	3.2.3 Clone rotation periods, amplitudes and phases

	3.3 Step 3: Refining H and G (First Monte Carlo simulation).
	3.4 Step 4: Estimating uncertainties and error on H and G (second Monte Carlo fit).
	3.5 Verification

	4 Results & Discussion
	4.1 Absolute magnitudes comparison with Pra12
	4.2 Absolute magnitudes
	4.3 Slope Parameters

	5 Availability
	6 Conclusions
	7 Acknowledgements
	Appendix  A Pan-STARRS1 asteroid database

