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ABSTRACT

Context. The Herschel Open Time Key ProgrammiOs are Cool: A survey of the trans-Neptunian regidms to derive physical and thermal
properties for a set 6140 Centaurs and Trans-Neptunian Objects (TNOs), inctudiaonant, classical, detached and scattered disk abfaots
goal of the project is to determine albedo and size distidbstfor specific classes and the overall population of TNOs.

Aims. We present Herschel PACS photometry of 18 Plutinos andmétersizes and albedos for these objects using thermal mgd#/e analyze
our results for correlations, draw conclusions on the Rtusize distribution, and compare to earlier results.

LU Methods. Flux densities are derived from PACS mini scan-maps usiegiapzed data reduction and photometry methods. In oaéenprove
the quality of our results, we combine our PACS data withtengsSpitzer MIPS data where possible, and refine existirsplaibe magnitudes for
the targets. The physical characterization of our samplerni® using a thermal model. Uncertainties of the physicamaters are derived using
customized Monte Carlo methods. The correlation analggieiformed using a bootstrap Spearman rank analysis.

Results. We find the sizes of our Plutinos to range from 150 to 730 km awhgetric albedos to vary betwee®9 and 028. The average albedo
of the sample is @8 + 0.03, which is comparable to the mean albedo of Centaurs,efugdimily comets and other Trans-Neptunian Objects. We
were able to calibrate the Plutino size scale for the firsttémd find the cumulative Plutino size distribution to be fiessing a cumulative power
law with g = 2 at sizes ranging from 120-400 km amét 3 at larger sizes. We revise the bulk density of 1999 TC36 amtbfi= 0.64'315 g cnr.
On the basis of a modified Spearman rank analysis techniqueletino sample appears to be biased with respect to objecbat unbiased with
respect to albedo. Furthermore, we find biases based on g&mahaspects and color in our sample. There is qualitaidence that icy Plutinos
have higher albedos than the average of the sample.
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1. Introduction residual planetesimals during the late stages of the foomaf

. o . . .. the Solar System could lead to a radial migration of the farme
Since its discovery in 1930, Pluto has been a unique objeCt NQ 5 result of Neptune’s outward migration, a Pluto-like pod
only for being the only rocky planet-sized object not boundt ., 14 have been captured in the 2:3 resonance, excited to its

plane_t outside t_he orbit .Of Mars, but also for hqving the east highly inclined and eccentric orbit and transported outvar
centric and inclined orbit of all the planets, which evenrtaes , . -

the orbit of Neptuné. Cohen & Hubbatd (1965) were the first to_ !N the meantime, the discovery of 1992 QB1 by Jewitt & Luu
show that, despite that overlap, close approaches betvieen (£993) showed that Pluto is not the only object beyond the or-

planets are prevented by the 2:3 mean motion resonance'sIupit of Neptune. The following years revealed a large popula-
revolution period equals/a of Neptune’s period, ensuring thattion of trans-Neptunian objects (TNOs), presumably a papul

conjunctions always occur near Pluto’s aphelion. Thissdad tion of residual planetesimals from the age of the formatibn
high degree of stability of the orbit. The origin of Pluto'squ- the Solar System, as previously proposed by Edgeworth 1949
liar orbit (e = 0.25 andi = 17°) was first explained by Malhotra 2nd-Kuiper (1951). The population shows dynamical complex-

(1993), who showed that encounters of the Jovian planets Wity and recurring orbital characte_ristics allowing thesc_slmica—
tion of TNOs in diferent dynamical groups (cf.__Elliot et/al.

* Herschelis an ESA space observatory with science instrumen&d05; Gladman et al. 2008). Many of the newly discovered ob-
provided by European-led Principal Investigator consaatid with im-  jects show a dynamical behaviour similar to that of Plutoicivh
portant participation from NASA. The Photodetector Arragn@zra ledlJewitt & Luu (1996) to dub themlutinos
222nsgg\ftterlggleeéet:y(ZAt(::oSn)sloSrt(i)lTri %ff %irtistﬁ?ggslégswrpﬂ?é@&;; Plutinos reside in Neptune’s 2:3 resonarce (Gladman et al.
and including UVIE (Austria); KU Leuven, CSL, IMEC (Belgium 2008) .and are the "?OSt numerous reso.nant populg’uon. Thls. Qb

servation agrees with dynamical studies|by Melita & Brunini

CEA, LAM (France); MPIA (Germany); INAF-IFSOAA/OAP/OAT, ; ) 4
LENS, SISSA (ltaly): IAC (Spain). This development has baep- (2000), which reveals that the 2:3 resonance is much mabéesta

ported by the funding agencies BMVIT (Austria), ESA_pRODExhan_othgrresonances, p_articularly at low inclinationkiléthe
(Belgium), CEACNES (France), DLR (Germany), ABMAF (ltaly), semi-major axes of Plutinos are strongly concentratedratou
and CICYTMCYT (Spain). 39.5 AU, their eccentricities and inclinations vary sigeafitly
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from Pluto’s (003 < e < 0.88 and 04° < i < 40.2° with a mean Table 1.Plutino target sample. We list numbers and preliminary
eccentricity and inclination of 0.21 and 12,Tespectivelyl. designations or object names, where allocated. In ordesdiol a
The origin of the Plutino population is ascribed to the saate r confusion, we will refer to specific objects in this work oty
onance capture mechanism which is responsible for Plus’s pheir preliminary designation or name.

culiar orbit (Malhotra 1995). Based on numerical simulasip

Duncan et al.|(1995) find that the 2:3 mean motion resonance (15875) 1996 TP66 (144897) 2004 UX10
interferes with secular resonances leading to a severabihst (38628) 2000 EB173 Huya (175113) 2004 PF115
ity for high inclination orbits and a longterm leakage fowlo (47171) 1999 TC36 (208996) 2003 AZ84
inclination orbits of Plutinos, making them a possible seue- (47932) 2000 GN171 2001 KD77
gion of Jupiter Family Comets (JFC5). Morbidelli (1997) fiou (55638) 2002 VE95 2001 QF298
that a slow chaotic diusion of Plutinos can be provided, which (84719) 2002 VR128 2002 VU130
is necessary to explain the observed continuous flux of JFCs.(l(%gi?) %ggi \és\‘/z% %%%%ﬁ\'g?éz
Their results were recently confirmed by di Sisto etlal. (3010 (134340)  Pluto 2006 HI123

who found that Plutinos may also be a secondary source of the
Centaur population. A collisional analysis of the 2:3 remure
carried out by de Elia et al. (2008) shows that the Pluting-po
ulation larger than a few kilometers in diameter is not digni
cantly altered by catastrophic collisions over the age ®@Sblar
System. They also pointed out the importance of specifyliig t

number of Pluto-sized objects among the Plutino population

; : : pecific objects in this work only by their preliminary desig
ﬁm%%g;e escape frequency of Plutinos strongly dependsion ﬁon or name, where available. In Figurke 1 we plot our dataset

Our sample of 18 Plutinos is selected based on the Objér&tcomparlson to the sample of all known Plutinossi phase

classification scheme of Gladman et al. (2008) and represe ace. We negleet here, since it is very well confined around

~ 7.5% of the known Plutino population as of 27 October, 201 -5 AU. The plot shows the spread of both samplesispace,
|jereas the means of the two samples show a good agreement.

(dat:_:t from MPC). 14 of our 18 sample targets have been Cla.%]erefore we assume that our sample well represents the dy-
fied iniGladman et all (2008). For the remaining ones dynamica ’

simulations performed by Ch. Ejeta show that their Plutiyyoe flamical variety of the whole Plutino population.

orbits are stable for at least 19ears, which suggests, but does  Our Plutino sample is selected solely on the basis of Hetsche
not prove, orbital stability over the lifetime of the Solaysgem. observability in the sense of observation geometry andctimte
We give the numbers and preliminary designations of the &ampensitivity. Herschel observations presented here ardumed
objects in Tabl&Il. In order to avoid confusion, we will refer over a time span of more than 7 months. In this time span,
Herschel is able to observe at all ecliptical longitudespite its
restrictions on the solar aspect angle, which must not berdow
than 60.8 and not be larger than 119.Hence, no bias is intro-
duced based on preferred ecliptical longitudes. Sinceatyet
objects of the ‘TNOs are Cool’ project are selected on thésbas
of optical discoveries, the most important bias in our sanipl
presumably the optical detection bias, favoring large ctisjand
objects with high albedos. The detectional bias impact an ou
results will be discussed in Sectipnl4.5.

1 Statistical data are based on Minor Planet Center data &&Nb{
2011 (http/minorplanetcenter.n&ayyMPCORB.html).

50 r MPC Plutino O b
this sample @
this sample mean —+—
MPC sample mean -+
(0]

Our target sample includes 3 known multiple systems, which
are Pluto, 1999 TC36 and 2003 AZ84 and the expected binary
2002 GN171. We emphasize, that the spatial resolution ofS*PAC
is not suficient to separate any multiple system. Flux densi-
ties measured for one object therefore consist of contabat
from fluxes of all system components. Diameter and albedo de-
termined with our models refer to respective parameteraof a
object with the area equivalent diameter of the whole system
We discuss these objects in detail in Secfion 4.2.

The ‘TNOs are Cool: A Survey of the Trans-Neptunian
Region’ project is a Herschel Open Time Key Programme
awarded some 370 h of Herschel observing time for in-
Fig. 1.Our Plutino sample (filled circles) compared to the knOWﬂestigating about 140 trans-Neptunian objects with known
Plutino population (open circles, data from MPC, as of 18 Nogrbits (Mdller et al.[ 2009). The observations include PACS
2011)ine-i phase space. The crosses with solid and dashed efi@fglitsch et al_ 2010) and SPIRE_(@m et al.[2010) point-
bars refer to the mean and the standard deviation of our saBurce photometry. The goal is to characterize the dianaeigr
ple and the known Plutino population, respectively. Thistpl albedo for the individual objects and the full sample usiag r
demonstrates that our sample is heterogenous and reflectsgidmetric techniques, in order to probe formation and emiu
dynamical spread of the complete Plutino population. (Tloé p processes in the Solar System. Using thermal modeling vee-det
omits 3 known Plutinos, due to their high eccentricitiesjaih mine sizes and albedos of the 18 Plutino members. The ‘TNOs
are not part of our sample; however, these objects are iadludire Cool’ sample includes data of 7 more Plutinos, which have
in the determination of the mean.). not been processed by the time of writing this.

30 |

Inclination (deg)

10 r

0
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35
Eccentricity


http://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/MPCORB.html

M. Mommert et al.: TNOs are Cool: Physical characterizatbh8 Plutinos using PACS observations

Table 2. PACS observations summary. Column headings are: objecénblerschel ObsID of the first AOR of a sequence of
four AORs of two consecutive observations (first yisilow-on observation), respectively; total duration dfA0ORs in minutes;
observation mid-time of all observations (MM-DD UT) in 2Q10heliocentric distances: Herschel-target distance; solar phase
angle; color-corrected flux density values at PACS photemmetference wavelengths 70, 100 and L&) uncertainties include

photometric and calibration uncertainties. Upper limits &0

Object ObsIDs Dur. Mid-time r A a PACS Flux Densities (mJy)
(min) (uT) (AV) (AU) () 70um 100um 160um
1996 TP66 13422022892310 113.3 08-08 03:28 27.3175 27.6467 2.0 <08 <11 <15
1999 TC36 13421994919630  75.7 07-01 10:10 30.6722 30.8956 1.9 .22714 223+19 110+16
2000 GN171 13422029p62971 150.9 08-12 18:19 28.2876 28.4320 2.0 .2430.7 58+11 32+13
2001 KD77 1342205966.6009 150.9 10-07 05:54  35.7854 36.1111 1.5 .4450.6 10+11 41+18
2001 QF298 13421976617681 113.3 06-03 06:43  43.1037 43.3727 1.3 .2+7/0.8 65+17 50+13
2002 VE95 1342202901.2953 113.3 08-12 15:17 28.5372 28.8990 1.9 .610.8 86+11 68+16
2002 VR128 1342190929.0990 109.3 02-22 11:57 37.4636 37.7851 1.4 8309 131+12 88+13
2002 VU130 1342192762.2783 112.8 03-26 05:04 41.6877 42.1392 1.2 .2430.8 24+10 21+13
2002 XV93 1342193126.3175 112.8 03-3122:35 39.7152 40.0645 1.4 3%/11 174+ 1.2 108+ 21
2003 AZ84 1342187054 cf. (Muller et al. 2010)  45.376 44,889 1.1 .0272.8 - 197+52
2003 AZ84 cf. Footnoteb 484.5 09-27 13:42  45.3025 45.6666 1.2 - .7260.3 146+ 0.8
2003 UT292 1342190949.1025 145.6 02-22 22:33 29.4217 29.4484 1.9 .3160.8 47+14 36+1.2
2003 VS2 1342191937.1977 75.7 03-10 07:22 36.4694 36.7093 15 .8%11 165+ 15 102+ 3.0
2003 VS2 cf. Footnotec 508.0 08-1118:23 36.4760 36.8017 1.5 .4140.3 - 140+ 0.6
2004 EW95  13421994839712 113.3 07-01 22:42 27.4708 27.1723 2.1 5190.9 187+1.2 96+18
2004 PF115 13422084628841 113.3 11-11 10:53 41.4271 41.2712 1.4 7309 106+ 1.0 88+21
2004 UX10 1342199495.9626  75.7 07-01 11:12 38.9500 39.3307 14 7811 109+ 1.6 52+18
2006 HJ123 13422041504200 113.3 09-09 05:52 36.5383 36.9867 1.4 .0431.2 35+ 16 32+21
Huya 1342202873.2914 75.7 08-12 03:37 28.6648 28.7665 2.0 .44116 376+ 18 225+22
PlutgCharon 13421919%3.1988  75.7 03-1012:46  31.7985 32.0470 1.7 .2836 3548+112 2892+17.2

Notes.Geometric data were extracted from NASA Horizans (Wgpd.jpl.nasa.gghiorizons.cdi) for the indicated mid-time of the observasip
@ chopnod observations (Milller et lal. 2018}, averaged lightcurve observations using ObsIDs 13422051822-5225 sampling the 100 and

160umbands{® averaged lightcurve observations using ObsIDs 13422023874-2577 sampling the 70 and 186 bands.

2. Observations and Data Reduction 2.2. Herschel PACS Data Processing

The raw PACS measurements were used to produce individ-
ual scan maps (level-2) using an optimized version of the
standard PACS mini scan map pipeline in HIRE |(Ott 2010).
Photometric measurements using the Photometer Array Gantehe individual scan maps of the same epoch and band were
and Spectrometer (PACS, _Poglitsch et al. 2010) onboard #@saicked using the MosaicTask(). In the production of the
Herschel Space Observatory (Pilbratt etial. 2010) have begfal maps background-matching and source stacking tech-
taken in mini scan map mode covering homogeneously a figlfjues are applied to correct for the possible relativeoastr
of roughly I in diameter. This mode turned out to be best suitagetric uncertainties between the two visits. We created two
for our needs andfters more sensitivity than other observatioBorts of background-eliminated products from the ‘peitvis
modes|(Muller et al. 2010). mosaics: ‘background-subtracted’ (See Stansberry et8;2
Santos-Sanz et al. accepted by A&A) and ‘doublfedential’

mapH. The latter are generated by subtracting the maps of the

Programme observation strategy a target is observed at §\isits vielding a positive and a negative beam of the ob-
epochs, separated by a time mterval_that corresponds m/a'm?ect on the dfferential map with all background structures elim-
ment of 30-50 of the target, allowing for an optimal back-;

ground subtraction, to eliminate confusion noise and ba inated. A duplicate of this map is then shifted in such a way as
' > i ) match th itiv m of the original map with the nega-
ground sources. At each epoch the targetis observed inltne ‘b atch the positive beam of the original map with the nega

. X ) tive one of the duplicate map. In the last step the origina an
(nominal wavelength of 7um) and ‘green’ (100um) band : : - —
twice, using two dierent scan position angles. ‘Red’ (160) shifted mosaics are subtracted again and averaged, ngginti

band dat taken i el wh i Fh ta double-diferential mosaic with a positive beam showing the
ana data are taken in paraflél when sampiing one of the o I?l?lrl target flux, and two negative beams on either side shgwin

bands.bThij formj a series 0‘; g measurementts in ttr;]e bludeb $ the target flux. The final photometry is performed on the
green bands, and a series ol & measurements in the re @e(}qral, positive beam. The advantage of this techniqubés t

for a specific target. The maps are taken in the medium SGRkL | c .

; y complete elimination of the sky background that nsake
speed (20/sec) mode, using a scan-leg length Gir8l 2-4 rep- ¢, ape for faint targets. Full details can be found insés al.
etitions. In the case of 2002 VR128 a scan-leg length df @&s d(m preparation)

I v v .

used. More details on the observation planning can be foun
Vilenius et al. (submitted).

2.1. Herschel Observations

According to the ‘TNOs are Cool” Open Time Key

. . . 2 Background-subtracted mosaics were used in the cases of
Observational circumstances and PACS flux densities aigos TP66, 2001 KD77, 2002 VE95, 2002 XV93, 2003 AZ84,
summarized in Tablg]2. Additional information on the tasgeboo3 VS2, 2004 PF115 and Ply@haron; double-dierential mosaics
is given in TabléB. for the other targets.
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Table 3. Absolute magnitudé, lightcurve information, information on the presence afsand color indices. The top part of
the table shows: object name; phase angle range of observations utilized in the detextioim of H; N: number of available
observations3: linear phase cdicient;Hy: absolute magnitude in thé band with respective uncertainty; photometry references;
Amag optical lightcurve amplitude (peak-to-peak); Ice?: mfation on the presence of ices, if available (discoverigmirentheses
are tentative); LC & Ice Ref.: lightcurve and ice referendd®e lower part of the table showdi@irent color indices for our sample
objects, where available, including uncertainties, ardsghectral slops in percent of reddening per 100n as determined from
the given color information following Hainaut & Delsantid@2), and references. The weighted sample mean (cf. [hloiee@)ch
color index is given for comparison, as well as some coloiciesiof the Sun.

Object 1% N B Hy Photometry Amag Ice? LC & Ice
@) (mag°) (mag) References (mag) Ref.
1996 TP66  0.90-1.86 3 0.20.04 7.5%0.09 12,3 <0.04 no 4,36
1999 TC36 0.28-1.71 a7 0.88.04 5.4%0.1¢¢ 1,8-13 0.28.0.04 HO 12,16,36,41,42,43
2000 GN171 0.02-2.04 40 0.10.03% 6.45:0.34  10,13,14 0.620.03 no 17,36,39,40,42
2001 KD77  1.54-1.56 6 0.1®.04 6.42.0.08 20,21 <0.07 22
2001 QF298 0.68-1.02 3 0.10.04 5.430.07 21,24,25 <0.12 22
2002 VE95 0.57-2.07 40 0.19.04 5.7@0.06 13,26 0.080.04 HO 26,27,36
2002 VR128 0.31-0.58 6 0.10.04 5.580.37 MPC - -
2002 VU130 1.28-1.37 3 0.1®.04 5.4%0.83 MPC - -
2002 XV93 1.11 3 0.180.04 5.420.46 MPC - -
2003 AZz84  0.33-1.17 4 0.19.05 3.740.08  14,24,28,29  0.140.03 HO 27,36,42,48
2003 UT292 0.35-1.75 13 0.10.04 6.853:0.68 MPC - -
2003VS2 0.53-0.59 7 0.1D.04 4.1%0.38 MPC 0.230.01 HO 30,36,44
2004 EW95  0.45-0.80 20 0.10.04 6.620.35 MPC - -
2004 PF115 0.31-0.93 13 D+ 0.04 454+ 025 MPC - -
2004 UX10 0.75-1.06 4 .00+ 0.04 475+ 016 28,30 08+ 0.01 (H0) 30,48
2006 HJ123 0.22-1.49 5 0.20.04 5.320.6¢ MPC - -
Huya 0.49-1.80 13 0.09.04 5.140.07 8,10,32 <0.1 (HO) 16,36,37,38,39,40
PlutgCharon  0.18-1.87 277 0.020.002 -0.67+0.34 MPC 0.33 CH,CO,N, 33,45,46,47
Object B-V V-R B-R R-I V- B-1 s Ref.

1996 TP66 1.080.11 0.6&0.07 1.6&0.12 0.660.10 1.220.11 2.250.15 30.44.7 1,3,56,7,21
1999 TC36 1.080.13 0.7@0.03 1.740.05 0.62:0.05 1.36:0.13 2.3%0.14 32.%2.3 1,8,9,11-13,15
2000 GN171 0.960.06 0.6G:0.04 1.5&0.07 0.620.05 1.140.17 2.16:0.09 23.92.9 13,14,18,19
2001 KD77 1.120.05 0.62:0.07 1.76:0.06 0.5%0.07 1.26:0.07 2.3%0.09 23.534.1 20,21,23
2001 QF298 0.6¥0.07 0.320.06 1.050.09 0.540.19 0.82-0.19 1.350.09 4.64.6 19,21,24,25
2002 VE95 1.0#0.14 0.720.05 1.72:0.04 0.76:0.12 1.380.15 2.4%0.13 37.83.7 13,19,28
2002 VR128 0.940.03 0.6&0.02 1.540.04 - - - 227621 19
2002 Xv93 0.720.02 0.340.02 1.092:0.03 - - - 0.92.1 19
2003 AZ84 0.6£0.05 0.3&0.04 1.05:0.06 0.55%0.15 0.920.14 1.6&0.19 3.635 19,24,28,29,34
2003 VS2 0.920.02 0.520.02 1.520.03 - - - 21.22.1 19
2004 EW95 0.7€0.02 0.3&0.02 1.0&0.03 - - - 1221 19
2004 UX10 0.950.02 0.580.05 1.530.02 - - - 20.24.4 28,31
Huya 0.95%0.05 0.540.09 1.540.06 0.6%0.05 1.13-0.06 2.140.07 21.94.6 7,8,10,18,32

Sampleav. 0.840.13 0.5%0.12 1.430.25 0.620.05 1.190.11 2.040.35 1212
Sun 0.64 0.36 - - 0.69 - - 35

Notes. We determine the weighted med&r) of quantitiesx using the absolute uncertainties as weighting parameter. The uncertainty of
(Xy, o, is calculated ag? = (1 + 2[5 - <x>)2/o-i2]) / ¥i(1/02). Defined this wayg is a combination of the weighted root mean square and

the weighted standard deviation of the uncertaint®riginal photometric uncertainty is smaller than the hafik-to-peak lightcurve ampli-
tude: new value iso?, + (0.5Amag)?)"%; ® convertedR band data{® regression analysis leads to an unrealistic phas#icieat, adopt instead
phase cofiicient from Belskaya et &l. (2008} phase cogicient adopted frorn Buie et lal. (199'ReferencesMPC: photometric data were pro-
vided by the Minor Planet Center observations database:/{hitnorplanetcenter.ngayECSMPCOBSMPCOBS.html); (1) Boehnhardt etlal.
(2001); (2)Davies et al. (2000); (3): Jewitt & Lidu (19983)(Collander-Brown et al. (1999); (5): Tegler & Romanislil®98); (6)| Barucci et al.
(1999); (7):LJewitt & Luli[(2001); (8):_Doressoundiram €t@001); (9):[Delsanti et all (2001); (10): McBride et al. 020); (11):| Tegler et al.
(2003); (12):[ Dotto et al.| (2003); (13): Rabinowitz et al0(Z); (14):| DeMeo et al.[ (2009); (15): Benecchi et al. (2004)6): |Ortiz et al.
(2003); (17):.Sheppard & Jewitt (2002); (18):._Boehnhardilet(2001); (19): Tegler, private communication; (20). Bssoundiram et al.
(2002); (21):| Doressoundiram et al. (2007); (22):_Shep@gagewitt (2003); (23): Peixinho et all (2004); (24): Forrexset al. (2004); (25):
Doressoundiram et al. (2005); (26): Barucci etlal. (20087){(Ortiz et al.|(2006); (28):_ Perna et al. (2010); (29). t6arSanz et all (2009); (30):
Thirouin et al. [(2010); (31):_Romanishin et al. (2010); (3Rerrin et al. [(2001); (33): Buie etlal. (1997); (34): Raliitz et al. (2008); (35):
Doressoundiram et al. (2008); (36): Barkume etlal. (20085):(Licandro et al.| (2001); (38):_Brown (2000); (39): de &eet al. (2004); (40):
Alvarez-Candal et all (2007); (41): Merlin et al. (2005)2Y4Guilbert et al.[(2009); (43): Protopapa et al. (2009%)(Barucci (submitted); (45):
Owen et al.|(1993); (46): DeMeo etlal. (2010); (47): Merliragt(2010); (48): Barucci et al. (2011).

Photometry is performed on the final background-subtracteliminated. Flux densities are derived via aperture phetom
andor double-dfferential maps, which are both backgroundry using either IRAFDaophot or IDI/Astrolib routines, both
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producing identical results. We extract the flux at the phot@0 um channel, providing a consistency check between data
center position of the target and apply an aperture comectifrom the two observatories. A comparison of the PACS and
techniquel(Howell 1989) for each aperture radius based ®@n tMIPS 70um band flux densities shows that most measurements
encircled energy fraction for the PACS point spread fumcticare consistent within a & range. Significant deviations occur
(Muller et al.l2011a). We construct an aperture-correctesle for 2003 AZ84 and Huya, which might have been caused by
of growth from which we derive the optimum synthetic apeztur lightcurve dfects or statistical noise.

which usually lies in the 'plateau’ region of the curve of gtb. The reduction of MIPS observations of TNOs has been de-

Photometric uncertainties are estimated by random implaseribed in detail in_Stansberry et al. (2008) and Brucketlet a
tation of 200 artificial sources in the nearby sky backgroohd (2009), details on the calibration can be found.in Gordonlet a
the target. The & photometric uncertainty of the target flux(2007) and Engelbracht et/al. (2007). We adopt absolutbreali
is derived as the standard deviation of these artificial aurtion uncertainties of 3% and 6% for the 24 anduff observa-
fluxes (Santos-Sanz et al. accepted by A&A). This limit is  tions (50% larger than the uncertainties derived for oleéas
also given as an upper limit in the case of non-detections.  of stellar calibrators), respectively. The larger undettes ac-

The absolute calibration of our data is based on mini scanunt for dfects from the sky-subtraction technique, the faint-
maps of 5 fiducial stars and 18 large main belt asteroidess of the targets, and uncertainties in the color cooegti
(Muller et al.| 2011ia). The absolute calibration uncettasof The sky subtraction techniques introduced in Sedfioh 22 ar
the PACS bands are 3% for the 70 and 180 bands and 5% derived from techniques originally developed for the MIRS$ad
for the 160um band, respectively. This additional uncertaintyeductions. Reprocessed fluxes presented here are basedon n
adds quadratically to the photometric error and is inclubted reductions of the MIPS data, utilizing updated ephemeris-po
the flux densities given in Tablé 2. The absolute accurachef ttions for the targets. This allows for more precise maskihg o
photometry was checked against the predicted standarfistar the target when generating the image of the sky background,
densities. In the bright regime (above 30 mJy) the relative aand for more precise placement of the photometric apertre.
curacy was found to be5%, while in the faint regime (below most cases the new fluxes are very similar to the previoudly pu
30 mJy) the accuracy is driven by the uncertainties in theamdgshed values for any given target, but in a few cases signifi-
and is about or below 2 mJy in all bands, on the individual mapsant improvements in the measured flux density and SNR were

A general description of the PACS data reduction steps (iachieved.
cluding photometry) will be given in Kiss etlal. (in_prepaoa). The standard color correction routine (Stansberrylet al.

The flux densities given in Tablé 2 have been color correct@807) resulting in monochromatic flux densities for the 2d an
and therefore are monochromatic. The measured flux densiyum bands requires the measurement of both bands and as-
is determined by the response function of the PACS band filumes the temperature of a black body which fits the 24:70 flux
ters convolved with the spectral energy distribution (SED) density ratio best. However, the two previously unpublésthex
the sourcel (Milller et al. 2011b). The SED of TNOs resembldensities of 2002 VE95 and 2002 XV93 are for thei2dband
a black body spectrum of a certain temperature; the regultionly, which precludes the application of the standard nektho
color-correction factors depend weakly on the emission-temrder to provide approximate color correction to these flex-d
perature. The black body temperature is approximated by ttides, we apply a method similar to the Herschel PACS color
mean surface temperature, which is given b%?2Tss, where correction routine.

Tssis the subsolar temperature, defined in Equdiion 3. We de-

termine the color correction factors based on the meanairf
temperature in an iterative process during the modelingg T
mean color correction factors for all objects in this samae In order to derive diameter and albedo estimates, we combine
0.9810+ 0.0003, 0988+ 0.003 and 1015+ 0.005 for the 70, thermal infrared measurements with optical data in the fofm
100 and 16Qum band, respectively: the size of the color corthe absolute magnitude, which is the object's magnitude if it
rections are smaller than the uncertainty of the individuad \was observed at AU heliocentric distance and AU distance
density measurements (cf. Talgle 2), which justifies the tdisefeom the observer at a phase angle= 0. H, albedopy and

the mean surface temperature as an approximation of théitbestiameterd are related via

black body temperature.

We have obtained time-resolved lightcurve observations 8 29 10"0/%- 105/ ypy, 1)
2003 AZ84 and 2003 VS2, covering 110 % and 106% of the r@ith the magnitude of the S, = —26.76+0.02 (Bessell et al.
spective lightcurve using 99 and 100 observations, resett [1998) in the Johnson-Cousins-Glass system &achumerical
A detailed analysis of both lightcurves will be subject of agonstant. The relation returrsin km, if § equals 1 AU ex-
upcoming publicatior (Santos-Sanz et al. in preparatiorthis  pressed in km. In order to derive reliable albedo estimates)d
work, we make use of the averaged fluxes, which are more pfe-uncertainty have to be well knowh (Harris & Halris 1997).
cise than single measurements, due to the larger number of phis is not the case for most small bodies in the Solar System,

.4. Optical Photometry

servations and the cancelling of lightcunvéeets. including Plutinos, for which reliable data are usually rsga
We determineH magnitudes from observed magnitudes in lit-
2.3. Spitzer MIPS Observations erature and observational data from the Minor Planet Center

(MPC) (cf. Table B). We deliberately do not use tHemagni-
Whenever possible, the Herschel flux densities were cotudes provided by the MPC, since there is no uncertainty esti
bined with existing flux density measurements of the Mutitba mate given for these values and the reliability of these rmagn
Imaging Photometer for Spitzer (MIPS, Rieke etlal. (2004) otudes is questionable (for instance, Romanishin & Tegled$?
board the Spitzer Space Telescope (Wernerléet al.| 2004) to inave determined a systematic uncertainty of MRGmagni-
prove the results. Useful data were obtained in the MIPS 24 atudes of 0.3 magnitudes). Our results include uncertaisty a
70 um bands, which havefiective wavelengths of 23.68 andsessments and are reasonably close other estimates (fordas
71.42um. The MIPS 70um band overlaps with the HerschelDoressoundiram et al. (2007)).
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Table 4. Spitzer observations summary. Column headings are: obg@ut; Spitzer AORKEY identification; total duration of all
AORs; observation mid-time of the 24 and @t measurements (20YY-MM-DD UTY;: heliocentric distanceA: Spitzer-target
distancep: solar phase angle; color-corrected flux density valuesi®Svphotometer reference wavelengths 23.68 and 742
upper limits are br; references.

Object AORKEY Dur. Mid-time r A a MIPS Flux Densities (mJy) Ref.
(min) (um) (AU) (AU) ) 24um 70um

1996 TP66 8805632 38.4 04-01-2303:31 26.4913 26.2500 2.589@ 0.038 < 5.87 1
12659456 40.8 05-09-24 15:54 26.6292 26.1132 1.942@+ 0.029 <230 1
1999 TC36 9039104 62.4 04-07-1211:04 31.0977 30.9436 1.233:0.022 2530+253 1
2000 GN171 9027840 251 04-06-2100:01 28.5040 28.0070 1.258@0.031 560+4.00 2
2002 VE95 17766932.7168 18.0 07-09-18 21:28 28.2291 28.2962 2.1.476+0.044 - 3
2002 XV93 17768704..8960 227.4 07-10-2804:30 40.0092 39.6962 1.4320+0.018 - 3
2003 AZ84 10679040 289 06-03-3009:22 45.6674 45.218 1.1291@-0.023 178+266 1
2003 VS2 10680064 11.7  05-08-27 10:08 36.4298 36.5344 1.6804@ 0.051 257+734 1
Huya 8808192 21.3 04-01-27 09:40 29.3261 29.2503 1.963(®B:0.052 572+525 1
8937216 43.1 04-01-2917:55 29.3252 29.2100 1.940B+0.050 529+186 1

Notes.Geometric data were extracted from NASA Horizans (Wpd.jpl.nasa.gghiorizons.cdi) for the indicated mid-time of the observasip
References® [Stansberry et all (2008), uncertainties derived as fluxitlgBNR; @ revised 7Qum data fronl Stansberry etlal. (2008Y; previ-
ously unpublished data.

H and the geometric albedo are defined at zero phase ardjteon of the latter value to the uncertainty |f This was only
(@). However, existing photometric data were takerwag 0, necessary in three cases (cf. Tdlle 3).
which is corrected for by assuming a linear approximation of
the phase angle dependentk; = my(1,1) — « - B, in which
my(1,1) is the apparerif band magnitude normalized to unity3, Thermal Modeling
heliocentric and geocentric distance, ghé the linear phase
codficient. Since we want to derive the geometric albggo By combining thermal-infrared and optical data, the phaisic
we useV band photometry when available, otherwise we uggoperties of an object can be estimated using a thermal imode
R band photometry and convert ¥ band magnitudes using The disk-integrated thermal emission at wavelenigtha spher-
an averagedV — R) = 0.567+ 0.118 color indeli, and a cor- ical model asteroid is calculated from the surface tempegat
rection for the intrinsic solar color index o¥/(- R = 0.36 distributionT (6, ¢) as
(Doressoundiram et &l. 2008) — R) is based on observations
; : : =
ggtzzlilalglgpglcj); ?g(’jé(s)l%d)?pted from_Hainaut & Delsanti (g.OO%(/l) _ edZ/AszB(/l,T(a, £)) 020 coste — ) dpdd, (2)
If available, we give priority to data drawn from refereed

publications, due to the existence of photometric uncetits where e is the emissivity,d the object's diameterA its dis-
and the better calibration. All available apparent magtetfor tance from the observes, is the solar phase angle addand
a target are converted oy (1, 1) magnitudes and plotted as ap are surface latitude and longitude measured from the subso-
function of the phase angle. For targets where the data sholaapoint, respectivelyB(4, T) is the Planck equatioi8(4, T) =
clear trend ofny(1, 1) vs.e, we use a weighted linear regressio2hc?/2° [exp(hc/(1kgT)) — 1]7%, whereT is the temperaturey
analysis to fit a line to the data, yielding the linear phasef-co Planck’s constantc the velocity of light andkg Boltzmann'’s
ficient. In the case of high scatter, a canonjgat 0.10+ 0.04 constant. The disk-integrated thermal emission is theedfitb
mag° is assumed, based on data given by Belskayal et al.|(2008) thermal-infrared data by variation of the model surtace-
(V andR band data, excluding Plutoil then represents the av-perature distributiofl. The body’s temperature distribution de-
erage of the values determined from eagf{1, 1). MPC photo- pends on parameters such as albedo, thermal inertia, surfac
metric data are usually highly scattered due to the coaree pkoughness, observation geometry, spin axis orientatichran
tometry, so the fixeg-technique is always applied if only MPCtation period. In the modeling process, we take into accthat
data are available. The results of all computations arengive individual observation geometries of each flux density meas
Table[3, which also gives lightcurve amplitude informatiord ment.
color indices, as far as available. Due to the usage of a fgib-v.  One of the first and most simple models is the Standard
observation strategy, the determined Herschel flux desssitie Thermal Model (STM, cf. Lebofsky & Spencer (1989) and ref-
a combination of flux densities taken at twdtdrent points in erences therein), which assumes the model body to be of-spher
time. Hence, it is not trivial to correct both Herschel measu ical shape, non-rotating afat having zero thermal inertia, with
ments for lightcurve fects. However, lightcurvefiects are al- a smooth surface and observed at phase angte0. The sur-
ready included in the uncertainty of the absolute magnitdde face temperature distribution is described by an instauas
assuming that the optical measurements are randomly samglesrmal equilibrium between emitted thermal radiation ahel
with respect to the individual lightcurve. In cases wheeedh- sorbed sunlight.
certainty ofH is smaller than half the peak-to-peak lightcurve In this work we make use of the Near-Earth Asteroid
amplitude, we account for lightcurvetects by a quadratic ad- Thermal Model (NEATM| Harris[(1998)), which is, despite its
name, applicable to atmosphereless TNOs (Millerlet al0201

3 The applied Plutino V-R color agrees withinsdwith our sample Stansberry et @l. 2008, the latter use a similar approadhtingir
mean of 0.530.12 (cf. Tabl&€B). hybrid STM). The main dference of the NEATM compared to
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the STM is the use of a variable beaming factowhich adjusts

T T T T

the subsolar temperature I a) Original Flux Uncertainties
Tss=[(1 - A)Se/(eanr?)] ™, ®3) 0k ]

~ F [ ] 3
where A is the Bond albedoSg the solar constanty the é‘ F
Stefan-Boltzmann constant amdhe object’s heliocentric dis- > [ L
tance.A is related to the geometric albedn,, via A ~ Ay = 2 L o
qpv (Lebofsky & Spencér 1989). We use a phase integral & Uncertainties:
0.336 pv + 0.479 (Brucker et &l. 2009); accounts for thermal 3 3 Ad =_'6'8%0/ 1.1% . E
inertia and surface roughness in a first-order approximatial o Apy =-16.3%/ +19.1%
can serve as a free parameter being derived as part of the fit- i An =-12.6%/+0.14%
ting process, which usually provides better results thanmas ”
ing a fixed value of;. Small values of; (7 < 1) imply higher A | | |
surface temperatures compared to that of a Lambertiancgyrfa T ooy 70 100 160
for instance due to surface roughness or porosity. Higheslu Wavelength (um)

of n (n > 1) lead to a reduction of the model surface tempera-
ture, mimicking the &ect of thermal inertia. In contrast to the 1 I I I
STM, the NEATM accounts for phase anglesO (as shown b) Rescaled Flux Uncertainties (S = 3.33)
in Equation[2). In the case of TNOs, however, this aspect is
unimportant, since these objects are always observedylover 10
phase angles, due to their large heliocentric distances. £
Whenever Spitzer data are available we combine them with
PACS data. The combination of the data has a large impacton i
reliability and accuracy of the model output. The peak eioiss
wavelength in flux density units (Jy) of typical Plutino debi
ranges from 8@mto 100um (compare model SEDs in Figures
[3,[4, andb). Hence, PACS band wavelengths (it 100 um
and 160um) are located in the flat peak plateau and the shal-
low Rayleigh-Jeans tail of the Planck function, respetyiand
therefore constrain the model SED apthsufficiently. Adding 0.1
a Spitzer 24um band measurement, which is located in the
steeper Wien-slope, improves the ability to constrain tloeleh

SED and allows for the determination of reliable estimates gig 2 jjustration of the rescaled flux density uncertaintiegitec
n. Therefore, we adopt floatingits if additional Spitzer data nique using synthetic data) Filled circles represent the flux
are available and rely on floatingfits if only Herschel data yepsities at the @ierent wavelengths with original flux density
are available. However, in some cases of poor data quality Y{certainties. The dark line represents the best fit lig, (=
whenever data from fferent parts of the lightcurve or from11 gg): the grey lines are fit lines of 100 out of 1000 synthetical
very different observation geometries are combined, the floating;gies generated for the MC method. The bad quality of the fit i
n method leads tg values which are too high or too low andypyius, since the 70 and 1@ datapoints are hardly fit by any
therefore unphysical (the range of physically meaningfubl- f the single fit lines. Therefore, the reliability of the @ntain-
ues is 06 < n < 2.6J). In such cases, we also apply the fixgd-ties of the output parameters is questionab)e.By rescaling

method, which makes use of a canonical valug 6f1.20+0.35
A : - the error bars by a factor of 3 = V1109, the broadness of
derived by Stansberry et/al. (2008) from Spitzer obsernataf the distribution of single fit lines is increased, which cemeow

ia %ai\mple OL Ci:negautﬁ%dl-r\’)'vost‘r Tr;envi“g'ti/ O;t?]'s j‘vﬁgoafﬂ datapoints. As a result, the output parameter fractioneer-
S discusse ec - Ve treat non-detections a Yainties are increased and therefore more realistic.
uncertainty as @ o detections in our models.

Throughout this work we assume the surface emissiv-

ity € to be constant at a value of 0.9 for all wavelengthg sample of 1000 randomized synthetic bodies is createdrby va
which is based on laboratory measurements of silicate pow@gion of the observed flux density, thevalue, and the absolute
(Hovis & Callahal 1966) and a commonly adopted approximaragnitudeH. The randomized parameters follow a normal dis-
tion for small bodies in the Solar System. tribution centered on the nominal value, within the limifstoe
subsectionUncertainty Assessment respective uncertainties. The uncertainties in flux dgrasit H
In order to derive uncertainty estimates for diameter anrgle taken from TablEl2 and Taldlé 3, respectively. In the case
albedo, we make use of a Monte Carlo (MC) simulation in whicéf floating+; fits, n follows as a result of the modeling process,
whereas in the case of fixegfits, the value of; + 0.35, deter-
* The physical range of values were probed by using NEATM to mined by Stansberry etlal. (2008) is applied.
model the two extreme cases of (1) a fast rotating objectgi tier- Uncertainties of a specific parameter are derived from the en
mal inertia with low surface roughness and (2) a slow rotatibject of semble of modeled synthetic bodies as the upper and lower val

low thermal inertia with high surface roughness, whichgigse upper - :
and lowern limit, respectively. Fluxes for both cases were determine s thatinclude 68% of the ensemble (centered on the median),

using a full thermophysical modél (Lageffos 1596, 1097 f1@mueller respectively. The uncertainties are usually aligned asgtrim
2007), in which surface roughness is implemented via sphiedra- Cally around the median, since most diameter and albeda-dist
tering. The degree of surface roughness is determined giaftening butions do not strictly follow a normal distribution. Thisethod
angle (0-18C) and surface density (0.0-1.0) of the craters. was introduced by Mueller etlal. (2011). Finally, we comhiime

T
e
1

Uncertainties:
Ad =-21.8%/+20.2%
Apy =-28.4% | +53.2%
An =-33.6 / +44.2%

Flux Density
=

{ 1 1 1
24 70 100 160
Wavelength (um)
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uncertainties determined through the MC method with the r@able 5. Modeling results sorted by modeling technique. ‘Data’
spective parameter values provided by the best model fit. denotes the dataset on which the modeling results are bébsed:
In order to improve uncertainty estimates, we makequals Herschel data, ‘HS’ equals Herschel and Spitzer data
use of the rescaled uncertainties approach, introduced dpectively; diameter, geometric albedo aratte given including
Santos-Sanz et al. (accepted by A&A). The motivation fos threspective upper and lower uncertainties. We show all sicce
technique is the fact, that uncertainty estimates reguftiom ful model fit results in order to allow for a comparison of the

the MC method might be unrealistically small in cases in Whicreliability of the techniques and the data sets.

the model fits the observational data only poorly. As a measur

for the fit quality we use the reducgd, which is a result of the

o . ) Object Data  d[km
fitting process. Itis defined as ; ) ; fkm] B K
floating-n fits:
> _ 1 Z Fobsi — Fmodeli | @) 1999 TC36 HS 393737 0079907 11075,
Xred = 745 2 Tobsi ’ 2000 GN171 HS  1471*2%7  021599% 111702
' 2002VE95 HS  24®7135 0149091 140012
with Fopsi andFmogeli being the observed and modeled flux den- o902 xv93  H 4513'617 00607092  0.72:9%
sities of the diterent observationis respectively, andqpsi be- 2002 XV93  HS 5492121'7 0.04010:020 1.24;0:06
ing the respective observational flux density uncertajpfy, is J003 AZ8A HS 727 Oﬁg 0.10 7;3;3;3 1 05;8123
normalized by the number of degrees of freedom (n.d.f.)ctvhi iy 1470063 1 577020
equals the number of datapoirtg in the case of a floatingit 2003VS2  HS 523073, 014755 15753
and the number of datapointd in the case of a fixeg-method, 2004EW95 H 269723 0053303 09393
respectively. A poor fit results jp2, , > 1. 2004 PF115 H 4081978 01139982 (84061
The idea is to increase the flux density uncertainties uni- 2904 Ux10 H 36101242 01720141 (9602
formly by a factorS, which leads to an increase in variation 2006 HJ123 H 283:22253 0 136101308 2481%32
of the flux densities of the synthetic bodies. The valu&a$ -1108 T -osy 191
ined i - i Huya H 3957357 01009322 0.75322
determined in such a way as to provide by definition the best By oogas o0l
possible model fit, i.ey2,, = 1, which is achieved by choosing Huya HS = 4387757 00817 08955
- 2 ; 2 i i 2 ; fixed-n fits:
= ./ -, with . being the minim resultin n
S = \eamiv W Kieamin DEING the HMieq TESLTING 1996 TP66 HS 150288 0074092
from fitting the unaltered observational data. Hence, teealed 7 oot
flux density uncertainties ar@ons = S oobs and the resulting 1999TC36 H 40575, 0073,
X2qmin Which is obtained by replacingons with Gops in equa- 1999 TC36 HS  428'%7, 0.066 505,
tion[4, is by definition unity. Diameter uncertainties arerdo 2000 GN171  H 1507127 0.207°02%
inated by flux uncertainties and the quality of the fit, wherea 2000 GN171 HS 154204 0.193:914!
albedo uncertainties are dominated by the uncertainky.dthe 2001 KD77 H 23234405 (),0gQ+0044
rescaled uncertainties are used only in the MC method to de- ,q, e Ry
: e . QF298 H 402492  0.071°9%9
termine the uncertainties of the physical parameters.derto - :
i - i e : 2002VE9S H 2307182 0165997
obtain the best fit, the original uncertainties are applied. 2L oo
The method is illustrated in Figufé 2 using synthetic data. 2002VESS ~ HS  2287;.  0.18T'g;,;
Figure[2 a) shows the original flux densities with error bdrs 0 2002 VR128 H  44&"2L  0.052:9%]
the size of the original uncertainties. The dark line repnés 2002VU130 H 25238 0.179°92%2
the best NEATM fit (floatings method) of the dataset, whereas 002 xvo3  H 5441+478 00410928
each grey line symbolizes the best fit SED of one of 100 of the 2002 XV93 HS 53896  (,042:0048
1000 randomized synthetic bodies. It is obvious that th&idis 5 P s Q0028
bution of single fit curves misses the 10t PACS band com- 003 AZ8 H 7710—;;.3 0'095—33;2
pletely and hardly fits the 7@m datapoint. Hence, the fit quality =~ 2003 AZ84 HS 76683,  0.096'o;s
is bad, which results in an underestimation of the modelwutp 2003 UT292  H 186173 0.092:50%
uncertainties. By rescaling the uncertainties of the fluxsitées, 2003 VS2 H 4831730 0172992
the broadness of the distribution of single fit lines incesags 2003VS2 H 4657457 (.1850091
depicte_d in Figur€l2 b). As a consequence of the res_calihg, al 2003VS2  HS 46691%3 0 184132%
datapoints are covered by the set of lines and the derivegrunc 1203 420021
tainties are significantly increased, leading to much meatis- 2004EW95  H 2917559 0.0445035
tic uncertainty estimates. 2004 PF115 H  46873F 01237353
2004 UX10 H 398138 0141004
4. Results and Discussion 2006 HJ123 - H 218755, 02815
' Huya H 46117312 0073700
An oyerview o_f all modeling resul_ts is given in Talglk 5. Wh_ere Huya HS 5615828, 00499941
possible, floating and fixeglimodeling approaches were applied PlutgCharon  H  211®+1645  0,730:9162

based on Herschel-only and combined Herschel and Spitzer

datasets, in order to test the consistency of the results.0bh  Notes In the case of all fixedr modeling approaches, = 1.20+ 0.35

jeCtS’ SEDs determined by theftirent models are plotted inwas app”ed(a) Using averaged |ightcurve observations.

Figured B[ ¥ and]5.
In the following sections we test the validity of tlye= 1.2
assumption for the Plutino sample, and discuss the modeding

sults of the individual objects. After that, the resultsioéd sam- ple as a whole are discussed and used to determine a cureulativ
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size distribution of the Plutino population. Finally, celations porosities or fractional void space of 36—68%. Our caldoret
between the dierent physical, photometric and dynamical paare based on the assumptions of spherical shape of each eompo

rameters and the presence of ices are examined. nent and the same albedo for each component.
2000 GN171Both fixed and floating: model fits based on the
4.1. Test of the Fixed-y Assumption combined Herschel and Spitzer datasets were possibléngead

to good fits with similar outcomes. We adopt the floatipgesult
We were able to derive floatingfits for 12 targets; we adoptedd = 147,1j§% km, py = 0,215j8-8$g, andn = 1.11224 which
the 7 which are based on combined Herschel and Spitzer dali&ers significantly from an earlier estimate/by Stansberrylet a
The top section of Tablgl5 gives the results of all converggg008), who determined = 321ng'3 km, py = 0.057t8'8§2 and
floating fits. The weighted me8; determined from the 7 n = 2.32'946 The large discrepancy stems from an overesti-
adopted floating; model fits yields¢y) = 1.11:375 which  mated MIPS 7@m band flux density in thé Stansberry et al.
is_consistent with the adopted value gf = 120 + 0.35 (5008) data, which has been revised for this work. By adding
(Stansberry et &l. 2008) applied in the fixgepproach. The root the Herschel PACS data, the SED is better constrained rigadi
mean square fractional residuals in the results of the fixedy, 4 more reliable result. 2000 GN171 is either a Roche binary
method between using = 1.20 and(n) = 1.111is 5 % and or 4 Jacobi ellipsoid (Lacerda & Jewitt 2007). With a lightce:
10 % for diameter and albedo, respectively. However, the-avgmpjitude of 0.61 mag (Sheppard & Jeliitt 2002), the size®f th
age fractional uncertainties in diameter and albedo otilpéed companion or the ellipticity of the body is significant. Henthe

results arex 10 % and+49-31 %, respectively, which is larger rog| diameter of 2000 GN171, the smallest Plutino in our damp
than the residuals. Therefore, we continue to agoptl.20 for  mjght be even smaller.

the fixeds approach. . .
78pp 2001 KD77 We modeled this target solely on the basis of PACS
data, since existing MIPS flux density measuremerffestrom
4.2. Discussion of Individual Targets a large positional uncertainty. For this faint target, tiedi fit

. A ..__mainly relies on the 7@um band measurement, which has the
1996 TP66Despite the availability of both_HerscheI and Spitz igheﬁt SNR of all bathds. Figui 3 clearly shows the mismatch
data, the floatingy approach was not applicable for 1996 TP6

: X f the 100um band measurement, which is scarcely detectable
because of the non—d_etectmns In th_e PACS 70, 100 e}ndu:‘rﬁo on the sky subtracted maps. Due to its large uncertainty, thi
bhands. Tgi besltvll;llgélx]ﬁd-sc()jlutlo_n IS Igrrr?elyfconstramed bly datapoint is nearly neglected by the fixedit, and therefore
the two m ux densities. Therefore, our result ; :

(d = 154-0t§§$ km , pv = 0.07433%, based om = 1.20) Scarcely impacts the modeling results. The reason for tive lo

0.031: i fl ity i k .
barely difer from those of Stansberry et al. (2008), who fm&OOum ux density is unknown

d = 1605 km andpy = 0.074°9%7 usingn — 1.20°03 solely 2002 VE952002 XV932003 AZ842003 VS2ndHuya These
45 Y -4U_ 035 . :
based on the 24m MIPS flux densities. The reason for the nonobjects show a good to excellent agreement of both tfierei

detections is unclear. However, the fact that no clear detec ©nt model technique fits compared to each other, as well as the
was possible in the wavelength regime of /@ and above us- model SED compared with theftkrent measured flux densities.
ing two different instruments (PACS and MIPS) and afatient For all five targets combined Herschel and Spitzer flux densi-
epochs points to a reaffect. We based the observation plannin§€s are available and we adopt the floatingiodeling results.

on pv = 0.07, which agrees well with the best fit model. 003 AZ84 and 2003 VS2 data include averaged lightcurve data

1999 TC36 This target was well detected in all three PAC%Vhich strongly constrain the respective SEDs, due to thmedls
bands. In combination with MIPS flux densities, a gooHncertainties. Earlier estimates of 2003 VSZ by Stansluray.

floatings fit was possible here, which misses the PAC&008) based on Spitzer data suggested 7252*7328 km and
160 um band flux density. This might hint to a more compv = 0.058'337% usingn = 2.00*327, which is significantly dif-
plex surface albedo distribution or a wavelength-depeoylerferent from our resultsl = 5230331 km, py = 0.147:59¢3
of the emissivity. Our adopted diamet_er and albedo_est'u;natgased onp = 1.5793% The discrepancy might stem from
39317222 km and 007979773 respectively, agree with ear-the high 70um MIPS flux density value, which, together with
lier estimates by Stansberry et al. (2008):= 4146*355 km the 24 um MIPS data point, suggests a steeper Wien slope
and py = 0.0729%15 1999 TC36 is a triple compo- of the spectral energy distribution compared to the conmbine
nent system (Trujillo & Browin 2002; Jacobson & Mailgot 2007terschel and Spitzer data set. 2003 AZ84 was observed before
Benecchi et al. 2010), consisting of two similarly sizedtcain by Herschel during the Science Demonstration Phase uséng th
componentsd; and A, and a more distant secondary composhognod technique (Muller et al. 2010), yielding= 896+ 55
nent,B. The nature of this system makes it possible to determiggd py = 0.065+ 0.008, usingy = 1.31+ 0.08, which difers
the mean density of the system and, using optical fliedinces from our resultsd = 727.0*%:2 km, py = 0.107°3023 based
between the single components, the sizes of the compoNéats.on; = 1.05"312. Despite the smaller diameter determined us-
revisit the calculations performed by Stansberry et alD@nd ing the averaged lightcurve data, 2003 AZ84 is still the datg
Benecchi et al/ (2010). Our newly derived estimates of thessi Plutino in our sample, apart from Pluto. 2003 AZ84 has a moon,
based on the flux flierences found by Benecchi et al. (2010which is 50 + 0.3 mag fainter than the primary (Brown & Slier
are:da; = 27275 km, da; = 251735 km andds = 132§ km. [2007). This large dierence in magnitude suggests that the ther-
Using these diameters, we are able to improve the mean systeal flux of the companion is negligible. The modeling results
densityo = 0.64'31%g cnr3, which is somewhat higher thanof Huya vary significantly depending on the model technique
the earlier estimate = 0,54’:8-3%9 cnr? (Benecchi et al. 2010). and the data_set. A visual inspection of the moc_iel fits shows
Assuming material densities ofdl< oo < 2.0g cnT3, we find that the floating; approach based on the combined data set
matches the measured SED best and results 0 4387+2%3

-252
5 The weighted mean and its uncertainties were determinegtise  and py = 0.081*0911 based ory = 0.89°0%. Earlier esti-
equation given in Tablgl 3. mates by Stansberry et/ al. (2008) based on Spitzer datastugge
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Fig. 3. Model fits of the Plutino sample usingffirent modeling approaches andfeiient data samples: the solid and dashed lines
are floatingg fits based on combined Herschel and Spitzer and HerscheHatd, respectively; the dash-dotted and dash-dot-dotted
lines represent fixeg-fits of combined Herschel and Spitzer and Herschel-only siataples, respectively; datapoints at 23.68

and 71.42umare Spitzer MIPS data (open circles), those at)100umand 16Qum are Herschel PACS data (filled circles). The
model is fit to each flux measurement using the circumstarp@®priate for the epoch of that observation. In order tqpdiiythe
figures, we have normalized the Spitzer flux densities to ploele of the Herschel observations using the ratio of the fitasibdel

flux densities for the Herschel and Spitzer epoch, and thettegl the measured value times this ratio. Uncertaintiesescaled
similarly, preserving the SNR for the Spitzer data.

d = 5326'5;7 andpy = 0.050°30%% based om = 1.09°357.

2002 XV93 has the lowest albedo in the sample.

2001 QF298 2002 VR128 2002 VU130 2003 UT292
2004 EW952004 PF115 2004 UX10and 2006 HJ123 For
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Fig. 4. Continuation of Figurgl3.
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these targets we have to rely on Herschel-only data and-theiee measurements. Both 2002 VU130 and 2006 HJ13&esu
fore adopt the results of the fixedtechnique. We were able from large albedo uncertainties, which is a result of thgdam-

to succesfully apply the floating-method to 2004 EW95, certainty of their absolute magnituéle 2006 HJ123 shows the
2004 PF115, 2004 UX10 and 2006 HJ123 as well. Modelifgghest albedo of our sample, excluding Pluto.

results in Tabl&l5 and the plots in Figutés 3 &hd 4 of the SEPfuto: Paradoxically, Pluto is a clear outlier from the Plutino
show a good agreement between the results of tifierdint tech- population, being by far the largest and having the brigisies
niques, supporting the validity of the fixedapproach and the face. Besides that, Pluto was the first TNO discovered to have
reliability of the Herschel flux measurementsfibrences in the an atmosphere (Hubbard eflal. 1988; Brosch 1995), has a pro-
fit quality are induced by the fierent SNR values of the respecnounced optical lightcurve caused by albedo variations hes
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Fig. 5. Continuation of Figurgl4.

a moon half its own size. An additional complication is the ef [Lellouch et al.|((2011) applied a 3-terrain model to model the
fect of N, ice on Pluto’s surface: sublimation and deposition of thermal emission of Pluto and an additional terrain to model
N, is accompanied by latent heat transport that results in much Charon’s contribution.

lower (higher) dayside (nightside) temperatures than el — Former thermal infrared measurements of Pluto revealed
expected on an airless body (e.g. Spenceriet al./ 1997). teespi its thermal lightcurve in dferent wavelength ranges
these facts, we attempt to treat Pluto like any other Plutino (Lellouch etall 2000, 2011), which was not accounted for
and compare our modeling results to the known properties of in our modeling. Given the time lags between the individual
Pluto and Charon, and discuss the reasons for discrepahates  observations, this might have introduced a perceptible dis

emerge. tortion of the SED, whichfiects the modeling results.

The Pluto system has been subject to detailed study via; Millimeter  wavelength observations  of Pluto
for instance, direct imaging, stellar occultation obséores and (Gurwell & Butler [2005; [ Gurwell et al.| 2010) revealed
thermal radiometry in the past. Mean hemispheric albedgasn  a lower surface brightness temperature than assumed from
are 049 to Q66 for Pluto and B6 to Q39 for Charoni(Buie et al. thermal equilibrium, which is due to the combination of two

1997). Charon’s diameter is well determined to be 1208 km effects: (1) the mixing of SEDs atfiérent temperatures, and
(Gulbis et al. 2006;_Sicardy etlal. 2006). Pluto’s diametgi-e in particular the increased contribution of the-Bominated
mates stfer from uncertainties related to the presence of the at- areas, whose temperature~is37 K due to the dominance
mosphere and range from about 2290-2400lkm (Tholen & Buie of sublimation cooling in the thermal budget of; Nce,
1997). For the purpose of comparing with the results of our and (2) the fact that emissivities are expected to decrease
thermal models, we adopt a diameter of 2322 km (Younglet al. at long wavelengths as a result of sub-surface sounding in
2007). These numbers lead to an equivalent diameter andalbe a progressively more transparent medium. Lellouchlet al.
of the combined system of 2617 km and4-Q73, respectively. (2011) find in particular that the emissivity of GHce,

We deliberately refrain from combining our Herschel one of the terrains in their 3-terrain Pluto model, shows a
data set with existing Spitzer measurements (for instance steady decrease with increasing wavelength (their Figure 8
Lellouch et al.|(2011)), due to the so far unexplained sedatx Without additional assumptions, our thermal model is not
ing of the PlutgCharon system (Stansberry et al. 2009). Instead, capable of taking suchffects into account.
we rely on our original Herschel measurements only, and so
we adopt the fixed results:d = 211991335 km andpy = Due to the failed model fit and Pluto’s uniqueness among
0.730'93%2 (cf. Figure[5). Our thermal estimate of thiextive the Plutinos, we exclude it from the following discussiorthu
system diameter deviates by3from the known &ective sys- properties of our Plutino sample.
tem diameter given above; the albedo derived from our therma
modeling is only barely consistent with the maximum allow-
able albedo given above. Our attempt to apply a simple thernf=>-

model to Pluto shows the susceptibility of such models tdavio Figure[® shows diameter and albedo probability density func
tions of the model assumptions. We discuieats, which may tions and histograms based on the results compiled in Table
explain the discrepancy of our adopted values with the @quiyg. The size distribution ranges from 150 km to 730 km and
lent values: the albedo distribution from .04 to 028 with a clear peak
around 008. The low probability density at high albedos is

— By replacing the Plugharon system with a single equiv-., .0 1y the large uncertainties of such albedos. Exdudin
alent bo_dy, we had to assume a .S'ngl.e. average albedo lito, the weighted meBrof the albedo, weighted by abso-
both objects, which is a coarse simplification, in order R, ' !

te uncertainties, yields.08 + 0.03, which agrees well with

apply our models. Furthermore, surface albedo variatio : :
of Pluto (Buie et all 2010) lead to a more complex speg-?e range of typical geometric albedos of the TNO and Centaur

f[ral energy distribution andfiect the ”?Ode' results Slg.mf' 6 Upper and lower uncertainties were calculated corresparidi the
icantly. Qur model results would be improved by using Iculations applied in Tablg 3. The calculation of the \aeégl mean
two-terrain model, which was used to model the thermglye o based on fractional uncertainties yields 0.11. Weweve prefer
emission of Makemake (Lim etial. 2010), in which Plut@o adopt the weighted mean albedo based on absolute erirus, i
and Charon would each be represented by one terrain,better agrees with the low albedo of the bulk of the Plutinod &
applying more sophisticated albedo surface distributiorenforced from our results in Sectibnk4.4.

Sample Statistics
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Table 7. Average albedos of Centaurs,ffdrent TNO sub-

T T T T T T T ] . . -
2 003k populations and Jupiter Family Comets.
[%] . —
a 002 7 ,
g - Population  Average Albedo N  Reference
g oo 1 Centaurs m6 21 1
Plutinos 008+ 0.03 17 2
100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 Cold Classicals 0.16+ 0.05 6 3
Diameter (km) Hot Classica®  0.09+005 12 3
003 F Scattered Disk Objedts ~ 0.070.05 8 4
> Detached Objects  0.170.1F 6° 4
g ooz TNOsand Centaurs 07— 008 47 1
e JFCs < 0.07 32 5
§ o001
& Notes. N denotes the number of datapointsunweighted mean? un-

025 03 weightegweighted mean, based on relative uncertaintféexcluding
Eris; ® means the geometric albedo Rband, which is compara-
ble to py for small valuesReferences.(1): |Stansberry et all_(2008);

Fig. 6. Diameter and albedo probability density functions an@): this work; (3):LVilenius et &l.l(submitted); (4): SastSanz et al.

histograms. The probability density functions descritgefttob- (@ccepted by A&A); (5): Fernandez et al. (2005).

ability to find an object of a specific diameter or albedo, when

picking a random object. The functions were derived by sum-

ming up the probability density functions of each objecinge dynamical studies Duncan et al. (1995), Yu & Tremaine (1999)

represented by a non-symmetric normal distribution takimg and di Sisto et al.! (2010) suggested the Plutino populatidret

account the dferent upper and lower uncertainties of each re-source of JFCs aymt Centaurs, which is compatible with our
sult. This approach returns a more detailed picture thamhite results. Furthermore, most of the Plutinos appear to hankeeda
togram. Pluto was excluded from the sample. surfaces than the cold classical TNOs and detached objects.

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
Albedo

sample of_Stansberry etlal. (2008). Table 7 shows a compétrfl' Plutino Size Distribution

ison of the mean albedos of our Plutino sample witffeti Using the absolute magnitude estimates for all known Ristin
ent TNO sub-population and JFCs. It turns out that the avéfom the MPC and our measured albedos we are able to calibrate
age albedo of the Plutinos agrees well with that of the scafre Plutino size scale for the first time and to determine a cu-
tered disk, Centaur, hot classical and JFC population.tdtio mulative size distribution of the known Plutino populatidtie
use two diferent approaches to determine the cumulative size
distributionN(> d). Firstly, we assume monochromatic albedo
Table 6. Adopted modeling results. Columns as in Teble;5. distributions based on the two average albedos determimed i

values of floating; modeling results are in bold. Section[4.B. This approach enables the direct conversidt of
magnitudes into diameter but neglects the measured diyersi
Object Data d[km] pv n in albedo. The second approach makes use of a Monte Carlo

method to determine the size distribution based on the Btua

1996 TP H 150288 0.0740083 120035 - h
996 TP66 S 8057 0074005 oss measured albedo distribution. For this purpose, each MPC

1999 TC36 HS 39332 0079757 1107007 magnitude is assigned to a randomly generated albedo, which
2000GN171 HS 14779 02153398 11172 is used to determine the diameter. Hence, we assumeéHtiat
2001KD77 H 232335 0089994 12093 not correlated to the albedo, which is supported by our figslin

in Sectior{4.b. The distribution of the randomly generatbd-a

2001 QF298 H 408+4°2 00719920 1.20+035 . - . .
Q 449 ~oo14 035 dos follows the determined probability density functioig(fe

2002 VE95 HS  24813° 0149201 140012

0016 ~011 [6). Hence, this approach takes into account the measuredalb
2002 VR128 H  44&73; 0052907 1207932 diversity. Figuré” shows a comparison of the twietient meth-
2002VU130 H  25D3¢ 01799202 120703 ods. Itis clearly visible that the averaged Monte Carlo apph
2002 XV93  HS  54@'i7 004070070  1.2470% agrees well with the monochromatgy = 0.08 model, which
2003 AZBA HS 7270618 (01070028 105019 supports our assumption that this value better repredemiv
RN oo -015 erage Plutino albedo compared to the value.ai.0
2003UT292  H 1835, 006750, 12003 For comparison, we plot in Figufé 7 the slopes dfatient
2003VvS2 HS 52305 0147903  157+0% cumulative power lawdN(> d) ~ d=9. We find that the dis-
2004 EW95 H  291*233  0.04470%2  1.20'93% tributipn of intermediat_e—sized Plutinos (120-450 km) isliw
2004 PF115 H 4627386 0123998 120103 described by = 2, which is smaller than the presumed value
2004 UX10 H 39814326 (147004 1 (03 of q ~ 3 (Tru,ullolet all|2001; Kenyon & Bromley 2004). T_he
-393 ~0.031 ~0.35 large diameter taild > 450 km) seems to be better described
2006 HJ123  H  21@'%) 028131 120°03: by q = 3. However, this region sters from uncertainties due
Huya HS 43872 0081007 0.89°0% to small number statistics. A change in the cumulative power

law slope at the small-sized tail seems to occur at diameters
Notes.No adopted values are given for Pli@haron, since our model of 80—-120 km, which is larger than the proposed range of 40—
approaches are not applicable to these objects (cf. SEEB)I¥ using 80 km [Bernstein et 4. 2004; Kenyon et lal. 2008; de Elialet al
averaged lightcurve observations. 2008) . However, the number of intrinsically fainter, aners
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equivalent H Table 8.Results of the modified Spearman rank correlation anal-
1|° ? _ ? ‘I‘ ysis of the Plutino samplé\ is the number of sample datapoints;
T —— S 1 (p)y and P are the most probable correlation @ib@ent and the
100 | TR . _ probability of the most probable correlation ¢ibeient to occur
3 \\ \\ given no relationship in the sample (cf. text), respectivéhe
NN SO ] uncertainty of(p) denotes its 68 % confidence lev®), is the
\\ N 1 significance expressed in terms®f We show only the results
) NS \\ 1 of parameter pairs which meet the following criteti@)| > 0.3
Z ok S N _ andP < 0.1, or which are of special interest. Parameter pairs are
E VN ] sorted by parameter type.
r monocﬂroma’{ic py = 822 \\ \\\ ."\"l}‘\ ]
: mgnggsgc)i%i I;II’JJt\e/do distribution \\:\Lm \: Parameters N o) P (Py)
— gzi mg:gw 2:833 ! \ physical parameters:
1 P L L PR ) [ S d/pv 17 -0.327%% 0.217 (1.24)

100 1000

0.61
Diameter (km) d/n 7 -01272, 0.806 (0.25)
pv/n 7 00898 0.870 (0.16)
Fig. 7. Cumulative Plutino size distributiond(> d) based on H/d 17 —030°% 0234 (1.19)

MPC H magnitudes and fferent assumptions: the solid and

_ 0.30
dashed line represent monochromatic albedo distributisimg H/pv 17 -019q; 0.468 (0.73)

pv = 0.08 andpy = 0.11, respectively. The grey line shows H/n 7 00853 0868 (0.17)
the result of an averaged Monte Carlo simulations based 6n 10 orbital and physical parameters:

runs and the measured albedo distribution with correspgndi e/d 17 -06273713 0.008 (2.67)
1 o standard deviations. It is obvious that the monochromatic d/q 17 062913 0.008 (2.67)
pv = 0.08 size distribution agrees better with the result of the d/r* 17 05895  0.015 (2.43)

Monte Carlo simulation. Furthermore, we show two cumuéativ

power lawsN(> d) ~ d~9 with g = 2 andq = 3 and arbitrary in-

terceptions for comparison.d= 2 cumulative power law better

fits thz measured sige distrig:Jtion in the size Fr)ange 120kA50 s/ 13 -05873 0.038 (2.07)

whereas the distribution of larger objects is better fit iy-a 3 s/d 13 -0627355 0.025 (2.24)

cumulative power law. We can give an upper size limit for the s/H 13 0207935 0.523 (0.64)

kink at the small-sized end around 120 km. The upper abscissa (B-R/d 13 -05092 0.082 (1.74)

gives the equivalenti magnitude based on a monochromatic ‘

albedo distribution opy = 0.08. Notes. All correlation codficients were calculated excluding Pluto.
Correlation analyses taking into account are based solely on the 7
floating+; fit solutions. In order to assess th@eets of discovery bias,

fore smaller Plutinos is likely to be underrepresented;esithe  We include the heliocentric distance at the time of discpverin our

MPC sample sfiiers from an optical discovery bias. A propere_malyss. To improve th_e rt_eadabl_llty we refrain from ligtiall correla-

debiasing of the size and albedo distributions is planneuhets UOn values of the color indices wittt andd. Instead we only show the

of future work. However, we suppose that a larger number gﬁrrelatlon values of spectral slope with andd, which gives similar

small-sized Plutinos would shift the kink to smaller diasrst sults.

Hence, we are only able to give an upper size limit of the loca-

tion of the kink, which is 120 km. Furthermore, we note that ou

size distribution is based on albedo measurements derniget f gaussian distribution. As an additional aid in readingfheal-

objects of the size range 150-730 km, which might igedént Ues we also compute its gaussiarequivalent significanc®,.
from the albedo distribution of smaller Plutinos. The details of the technique are described in_Santos-Salz et

(accepted by A&A). Following Efron & Tibshirani (1993), we
. define a weak correlation by®< [{p)| < 0.6 and a strong cor-
4.5. Correlations relation by|(p)| > 0.6. P < 0.05 indicates reasonably strong

The Plutino sample was checked for correlations of the phfé\{ldence of correlatior? < 0.025 indicates strong evidence of

ical parameters, orbital properties and intrinsic opticalors, correlation and® < 0.003 describes a clear (3 correlation.

using a modified Spearman rank correlation analysis tecieniq, 't turns out that most parameters are uncorrelated. Only ver
The technique is based on a bootstrap method and takes f§i¥§ Parameter pairs show reasonably strong evidence afleerr
account the uncertainties (error bars) of the parameteta (qtéon. Th(_)se and a few other interesting resu_lts are Il_ste'l'(am_e
points), and computes the confidence interval of the cooresp @ and discussed here. Other parameter pairs lafficint evi-

ing correlation cofficient. Since we are taking into account datdence for correlation or possess weak correlation values.

error bars, the results are estimates of the most probable co

relation codficient (o) accompanied by the probability (p- — We do not detect any strong and significant trend between
value) of that{p) value to occur given no relationship in the diameterd and albedgy (cf. Figure[8). Although we can-
sample, i.e. to occur by pure chance. The lower the value of notrule out the possibility of some correlation betweerséhe
the higher the significance level of the correlation. We pnés  two parameters given our sample size, it is very unlikely tha

pv/r* 17 01093 0.711 (0.37)
color information, orbital and physical parameters:

the 68 % confidence interval for the correlation valpg, i.e. a strong correlation between the two parameters might ex-
the interval which includes 68 % of the bootstrapped values. ist. On the other hand, both diameter and albedo seem to be
This confidence interval equals the canonicat interval of a clearly uncorrelated with the value.
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Fig. 8. Plots of some correlation&lpper left: we find no correlation between diameter and albadiper right: a clear anti-
correlation between eccentricity and diameter is the tedd detection biadpwer left: we find smaller Plutinos to be redder than
larger ones, which contradicts what was previously suggesy Peixinho et all (2004) based on the intrinsical brighsi of a
different Plutino samplépwer right : we find that the color of Plutinos is correlated to the hedinitic distance at the time of their
discovery, which hints to a color bias.

— The absolute magnitudé is not correlated with diameter,

albedo, ory. This shows that our sample is not biased to-
wards large and high (or low) albedo objects, which supports shows that the nature of the discovery bias is size-depénden
— Most color indices and the spectral slope are anti-coedlat
Section 4. This finding, however, does not exclude a dis- with heliocentric distance at the time of an object’s discov
covery bias on smaller diameters than those examined hereery r* (Figure[8). The farther an object is, the less red it

our approach to randomly assign albedokltmagnitudes in

or a discovery bias based on geometrical aspects.
— We find a significant anti-correlation between eccentricity

e and diameted (cf. Figure[8), showing that in our sam-

ple highly eccentric objects tend to be smaller. This anti-
correlation is precisely the opposite of the correlation be

sample targets. This supports the representativenes of th
measured albedo distribution for the Plutino populatiod an

seems to be. This points to a probable color bias in our sam-
ple, maybe induced by the common usérdfand filters and

the improved sensitivity in red bands of state-of-the-ar d
tectors, which are used in TNO surveys. However, we find a
lack of bluer objects at shorter heliocentric distancescivh

tween perihelion distanagand diameted, and also the op- should be detectable, despite their color. This might ssigge

posite of the correlation between diametieand the helio- that such objects do not exist, at least within our sample.

centric distance of each object at the time of it's discovery- We can not confirm a trend found by Hainaut & Delsanti

r*. We consider that these relationships are merely caused (2002) and Peixinho et al. (2004) of bluer Plutinos being in-

by the fact that objects on more eccentric orbits come closer trinsically fainter using the spectral slopeas a measure of

to the Sun, which significantly improved their detectajilit ~ color. The correlation analysis 8~RandH leads to similar

Hence, the observed relation between an object’'s diameter results:p) = O.25j8;§1§ andP = 0.420. Our sample suggests

and its eccentricity (and perihelion distance) is veryliike precisely the opposite, with a trend between spectral slope

be caused by a discovery bias. s and the diameted showing smaller Plutinos to be redder

The correlation between diametkand the heliocentric dis- (Figurel8). We note however, that Peixinho etlal. (2004) find

tance of each object at the time of its discovwerycompared their trend due to a ‘cluster’ of blue Plutinos wikkg > 7.5,

to the lack of correlation between albegg andr*, shows i.e.H > 8, objects at magnituggize ranges we do not have

that the likelihood of detection solely depends on size, and in our sample. Hence, bottifects might be the result of se-

is rather independent of the object’s albedo. This folloes b lection dfects.

cause the brightness of an object scalesas: the mea-

sured range of diameters translates into a brightness ehang It is also interesting to ask if the presence of water ice on

factor of 24, whereas the totaffect of the albedo can only our targets (see Tablé 3) is correlated with albedo or diamet

account for a factor of 6. We can rule out a bias towards highnly 6 of our targets (other than Pluto) are known to defipitel

(and low) albedos as a result of the nature of discovery of onave ice, while two definitely do not. Because we do not have a
guantitative and consistently defined measure of how mueh ic
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is present on these objects, a formal correlation analgsi®i seem to be bluer and smaller sized Plutinos tend to be redder,
possible. Qualitatively speaking, we can say that 5 of theaib which contradicts previous finding by Peixinho et al. (2004)
with ice have high albedos-(0.11), with 1999 TC36 being the — There is qualitative evidence that icy Plutinos have higher
only icy object with a typical (0.07) Plutino albedo. Thugté albedos than the average of the sample. We are not able to
is qualitative evidence that icy Plutinos have higher atisgtian conclude on a correlation between the diameter and the pres-

is typical. 1996 TP66 and 2000 GN171 are the only objects with ence of ices.

good spectra indicating the lack of water ice. Their albd0d%7

and 022, respective|y) span most of the range of our medsure We would like to thank Alain Doressoundiram for his US.elej]'SU
albedos. This seems to indicate that Plutinos lacking wiager gestions as referee. Furthermore, we thank Chemeda Ejefes (M
can have almost any albedo (although the lack of a detectiongtienburg-Lindau, Germany) for performing dynamical siations

P . . some of our targets. M. Mommert acknowledges supporutfiro
70 um emission from 1996 TP66 by either Spitzer or HerSChgre DFG Special Priority Program 138%he First 10 Million Years

casts considerable doubt on the accuracy of its albedo_rdmm of the Solar System - a Planetary Materials Appraach Kiss and
tion). It seems remarkable that these two objects, whiclireee A pa| acknowiedge the support of the Bolyai Research Fehiwof
of ices, are also the two smallest objectslG0 km) of our sam- the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. P. Santos-Sanz woelddikc-
ple. However, the small number of spectroscopically exathinknowledge financial support by the Centre National de la Bestte
objects does not allow for a conclusion, whether the presefic Scientifique (CNRS). J. Stansberry acknowledges suppothifowork
ices is correlated to the object diameter. provided by NASA through an award issued by JPéltech. R. Dffard
acknowledges financial support from the MICINN (contractmi®a
y Cajal). Part of this work was supported by the Gerntsutsches
5. Summary Zentrum fur Luft- und Raumfah¢(DLR) project numbers 50 OR 0903,
. . . 50 OFO 0903 and 50 OR 1108, and the PECS program of the European
The analysis of the diameters and aIbe(_jos of 18 P!utlnogusgbace Agency (ESA) and the Hungarian Spad&c®, PECS-98073.
PACS photometry, leads us to the following conclusions: J.L. Ortiz acknowledges support from spanish grants AYA&206202-

. . . C03-01, AYA2011-30106-C02-01 and 2007-FQM2998
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